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From: Sanchez, Yolanda
To: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Yogi, David
Subject: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting
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From: Cynthia Babich
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN
Cc: Miranda Maupin; Yogi, David; Barton, Dana
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 5:47:41 PM


Meetings need to be face to face and near the community so community members can participate as they care to. 
 DAAC will be in charge of note taking as the SKEO process with EPA keeps our information and notes hostage.
Spoke to Angela today, it would be great if Dana could connect with her, she could be helpful in translating (in a
 digestible form) the communities needs.  
Miranda, I might suggest bringing Krissy into the conversation during this time as well.
I, myself, have explained our needs in several different ways and others continue to make decisions not in favor of
 our needs.  I am weary of these type of calls.
Cynthia


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net  


If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about  a field somewhere, people would come
 from everywhere to marvel at it.  People would walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and
 the water flowing between the pools.  People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would
 marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas.  The people would marvel at
 all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in the water.  The people would declare it
 precious because it was the only one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt.  The ball would be the
 greatest wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty and
 to wonder how it could be.   People would love it, and defend it with their lives, because they would somehow
 know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it.         If the Earth were only a few feet in
 diameter


Official Disclaimer:  If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let us know.  If you feel
 compelled to act upon the information you have received in error please ensure your actions have good intention,
 are just and morally aligned.


On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 5:37 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:


Miranda,


The table is super helpful!  After looking at all my notes from past conversations, I think I
 have (most of) what I need to draft the next technical directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo to
 support the next pCBSA discussion and technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-
degradation analysis discussions.  


 


Cynthia,


Below are my assumptions for your review.  Please respond to me or Miranda, as I need to
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 issue the technical directive soon (I’m thinking by next Tuesday 3/31).


·         DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting.  Since Jane has been serving
 as the facilitator, I assume we would continue with that approach.  Therefore,  I envision
 Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up meeting logistics), note takers, and technical
 advisors.


 


·         The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants.  Although we can aim for
 in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely participate.  If we hold
 meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-teleconference calls for the
 (hopefully small population) of people who cannot participate in person.  I do not believe
 Holiday Inn can support remote participation (i.e., webinar or video conference).  Of course,
 Skeo can work with the community to explore options. 


 


·         Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting.  I know both Markus
 and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far. 


 


·         One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis discussions. 
 With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to divvy up technical advisor
 support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions (versus the VI sampling results and
 DNAPL technology screening). 


 


Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on supporting the
 community need for technical support through TASC.  But, the pCBSA discussion appears to
 be the most pressing issue.  We can discuss the VI sampling results at another time.  


 


Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA


US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement


Desk: 415-972-3880


 


“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe


 



tel:415-972-3880





 


 


From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM
To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs


 


Hi Miranda,


I am in a training all day tomorrow.  Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.


Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.


I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details.  I put it out there, community
 needs for technical support.  EPA will fund what it wants to.


Cynthia


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com


pemodog@sbcglobal.net 


If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about


 a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.  People would
 walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing
 between the pools.  People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they
 would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the
 gas.  The people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and
 at the creatures in the water.  The people would declare it precious because it was the only
 one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt.  The ball would be the greatest
 wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to
 know beauty and to wonder how it could be.   People would love it, and defend it with their
 lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be
 nothing without it.         If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter


Official Disclaimer:  If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
 us know.  If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error
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 please ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.


 


On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:


Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be helpful
 to have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group topics in
 a series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead and be
 efficient with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to
 host/coordinate each meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services
 such as technical comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current project
 approach includes for VI).


 


Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30 pm
 or tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? I have attached the draft list of pCBSA
 agenda topics for discussion as well.


 


Thank you!


Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda
To: Barton, Dana; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Yogi, David
Subject: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting
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From: Yogi, David
To: Maier, Brent
Cc: Barton, Dana
Subject: Re: Montrose/Del Amo Superfund Site Update - Availability for Conference Call on Thursday, March 5th at


 3:30pm
Date: Monday, March 02, 2015 4:44:43 PM


Hear anything back on this, Brent? Thanks!


David


Sent from my iPhone


> On Feb 26, 2015, at 12:10 PM, "Maier, Brent" <Maier.Brent@epa.gov> wrote:
>
> Dear Colleagues:
>
> I wanted to reach out to each of you regarding our interest in setting up a conference call on Thursday, March 5th
 at 3:30pm to provide your office with a site update on the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites in Torrance.
 During this call we will provide your office with information on the vapor intrusion work EPA will be conducting
 in the Harbor Gateway neighborhood adjacent to the Sites as well as an update on the proposed Dense Non-
Aqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPL) cleanup plan for the Montrose Superfund Site as well as talk about the work EPA
 is doing to address the pCBSA issues. My Superfund Division colleagues will join me for this call. I have attached
 to this invitation a PDF document regarding our vapor intrusion work. I also wanted to make you aware that our
 office has been speaking to a reporter with the Los Angeles Times about EPA’s vapor intrusion work at the
 Montrose/Del Amo Superfund Site and there is a possibility that you may see an article come out over the weekend.
>
> I have attached to this message a fact sheet regarding our vapor intrusion work as well as a fact sheet on the
 proposed Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPL) cleanup plan for the Montrose Superfund Site.
>
> I have set up a conference line for us to use for this discussion and am providing both the call-in number and
 access code to join the call.
>
> Dial-In Number: (866) 299-3188
>
> Conference Code: 4159721596#
>
> Leader PIN: 1015 (for use only by Brent Maier to initiate the call)
>
> Please confirm your availability to let me know whether this proposed date/time works for you. Please give me a
 call if you have any questions or need any additional information.
>
> Regards,
>
> Brent Maier
> Congressional Liaison
> U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
> 75 Hawthorne St. (OPA-3)
> San Francisco, CA 94105
> Ph: 415.947.4256
>
> <Montrose Del Amo_2-15.pdf>
> <Montrose Bilingual DNAPL FS 9_14 XCR.PDF>
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From: Keener, Bill
To: Gaudario, Abigail; R9 Supervisors
Cc: Barkett, Bonnie; Maier, Brent; Higuchi, Dean; Reyes, Deldi; PerezSullivan, Margot; Mogharabi, Nahal; Glosson, Niloufar; Harris-Bishop, Rusty; Hudnall, Patricia; Ford,


 Margaret; Henderson, Alita; COHEN, Deborra; Pratt, Kristen; Kemmerer, John; Meltzer, Kathy; Plenys, Thomas; Engelman, Alexa; Hood, Timonie; Blazej, Nova;
 Stollman, Scott; Johnson, AudreyL; Amato, Paul; Schmidt, David; Skadowski, Suzanne; Rao, Kate; Ty, Fatima; Kao, Jessica


Subject: End of Day -- March 5, 2015
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 4:51:28 PM


MEDIA
=============================================================================================
San Mateo Daily Journal: Reporter Samantha Weigel is working on a story about the reported disproportionate amount of federal funds
 for San Francisco Bay restoration compared to significantly higher funds for Chesapeake, Great Lakes, etc.  Sent info on SF Bay grants,
 referred Qs on EPA watershed funding in other regions to HQ press office. WTR. CLOSED. (v) Suzanne Skadowski
 
KCRW “Which Way LA”: Reporter Katie Cooper was looking to see if Jared could participated in a taped panel discussion about the UIC
 issue. Unable to make scheduling work on such quick notice, but told the reporter to check back mid-march should they do a story update.
 WATER. CLOSED. (v). Nahal Mogharabi.
 
Ojai Valley News: Sent Reporter Kimberly Rivers written response regarding her question about a particular well in Ojai, Calif. WATER.
 CLOSED. (v). Nahal Mogharabi.
 
UCLA Daily Bruin: Student reporter Aimee Hou is working on a video series named Learning From LA: Possible Clean Air Policy in China. The
 documentary project is inspired by Chai Jing's new documentary "Under The Dome" and wants to talk about the CAA and how EPA has
 improved air quality in LA. Received questions.  May send over to Air District. AIR. OPEN. Nahal Mogharabi.
 
NBC TV: Reached out to Investigative Reporter Joel Grover to get some additional information on his FOIA request for radioactivity
 measurements in 1959 in order to get him to cancel his FOIA request. OPEN. (v). Nahal Mogharabi.
 


WEB
=============================================================================================
Social Media:
Zero Waste/Food Waste – Posted to our Twitter and Facebook pages the EPA Connect blog by the Regional Administrator, This Year's
 Super Bowl Filled 70,000 Plates on the Path to Zero Waste.
 
Web Updates:
San Francisco Bay Delta Watershed – Posted updates to fix accessibility issues on several pages of the San Francisco Bay Delta Watershed
 website.
 


CONGRESSIONAL &
 INTERGOVERNMENTAL                                                                                                                             
=============================================================================================
Rep. Dina Titus (D-NV-1): Brent Maier received word from the Congresswoman’s District Scheduler, Lisa Levine, indicating that


 Congresswoman Dina Titus would like to attend the Friday, March 6th awards presentation event at the MGM in Las Vegas. Brent has
 alerted the Front Office as well as the EPA participants for the Friday event. Brent prepared a short biography of the Congresswoman for
 the Front Office.
 
Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA): Brent Maier received an inquiry from Sabiha Khan, Field Representative in Sen. Feinstein’s Los Angeles
 Office. Sabiha had a meeting scheduled for later today with the Orange County Business Council (OCBC), who had reached out to her to
 discuss an issue with the north groundwater basin in Orange County and some discussion among the OCBC and the Orange County Water
 District regarding the potential for a Superfund designation in that area. Brent coordinated and participated in a conference call with Ms.
 Kahn and Superfund’s John Lyons, Caleb Shaffer, Rachelle Thompson and Nicole Moutoux to provide her with some background
 information on this issue and answer questions prior to her meeting with the OCBC later today.
 
Congressional Outreach on Montrose/Del Amo Superfund Sites: Congressional staff from the offices of Senators Barbara Boxer and
 Dianne Feinstein and Rep. Maxine Waters participated in a call with Superfund Division managers/staff to provide an update of activities at
 the site the vapor intrusion work EPA will be conducting in the Harbor Gateway neighborhood adjacent to the Sites as well as an update on
 the proposed Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPL) cleanup plan for the Montrose Superfund Site as well as talk about the work EPA
 is doing to address the pCBSA issues. Congressional participants included Sabiha Khan, Field Representative in the Office of Senator Dianne
 Feinstein; Maurice Lyles, Field Representative in the Office of Senator Barbara Boxer; and Hamilton Cloud, Special Projects Director in the
 Office of Congresswoman Maxine Waters. EPA Participants included Brent Maier, Dana Barton, John Lyons, Cynthia Wetmore, David Yogi,
 Yolanda Sanchez, Steven Leonido-John, and Nahal Mogharabi.
 
Congressional Outreach on Arizona NSR Rule: Brent Maier shared a fact sheet and pre-publication Federal Register Notice with
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 Congressional staff for the entire Arizona Congressional delegation regarding the RA signing a notice of proposed rulemaking for the
 Arizona New Source Review (NSR) Program. EPA is proposing a limited approval and limited disapproval of revisions to the State
 Implementation Plan (SIP) that are primarily intended to replace Arizona Department of Environmental Quality’s (ADEQ) current NSR
 program.
 
California Legislative Analyst Office Report: 2015-16 Budget Overview of Natural Resources Agency and Departments: March 5, 2015 –
 PDF: Presented to: California Senate Budget and Fiscal Review Subcommittee No. 2 on Resources, Environmental Protection, Energy, and
 Transportation. Hon. Lois Wolk, Chair
http://www.lao.ca.gov/handouts/resources/2015/Budget-Overview-Natural-Resources-Agency-030515.pdf 
 
Legislation:
 
Introduced on March 4, 2015 - H.R. 1327: To amend the Clean Air Act to delay the review and revision of the national ambient air quality
 standards for ozone. Sponsor: Rep. Matt Salmon (R-AZ-5)
 
Introduced on March 4, 2015 - H.R. 1278: To authorize the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency to establish a program
 of awarding grants to owners or operators of water systems to increase resiliency or adaptability of the systems to any ongoing or
 forecasted changes. Sponsor: Rep. Lois Capps (D-CA-24)
 
Upcoming EPA Budget Hearings: 
 


Wednesday, March 18, 2015: Ken Kopocis, Office of Water and Mathy Stanislaus, OSWER will testify on the Wednesday, March 18th


 before the House Transportation and Infrastructure Committee, Subcommittee on Water Resources and Environment on the fiscal year
 2016 EPA budget.
 


Wednesday, March 25, 2015: EPA Administrator Gina McCarthy will testify on Wednesday, March 25th before the Senate Appropriations
 Subcommittee on Interior, Environment and Public Works Administrator McCarthy will be the only witness and will discuss the fiscal year
 2016 EPA budget.
 
 



http://www.lao.ca.gov/handouts/resources/2015/Budget-Overview-Natural-Resources-Agency-030515.pdf






From: Miranda Maupin
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Cynthia Babich; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David;


 Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Markus Niebanck; dcapjane@aol.com
Subject: Re: Phase I testing.
Date: Thursday, March 19, 2015 9:11:55 AM
Attachments: image003.png


Hello all, just a reminder that we have a call at 11am this morning for Cynthia Wetmore to review the
 information outlined below. This may just be a short 20-30 minutes call because as Cynthia mentions in her
 email, she will only be able to discuss what is already outlined in the email due to the confidentiality order. 


Here is the conference line: 1-434-326-4368; pin: 6287


Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227


On Tue, Mar 17, 2015 at 2:38 PM, Wetmore, Cynthia <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi Cynthia,


 


As John Lyon’s mentioned in the previous call, EPA is operating under a confidentiality order which limits
 what we can discuss to only publicly available information, which for purposes of the functional testing includes
 only the Phase I functional test.  As EPA moves to approve each phase or step, EPA will work to get a releasable
 document to share with you.  The Phase I test and results are as follows.


 


The Phase I test was developed to test one component of the HiPOx unit, the ozone generator.  The design requires
 the ozone generator in HiPOx system to operate with a range between 23.7 to 27.2 mg/l of ozone.  Previous
 Functional testing in December demonstrated that the system could produce 23.7 mg/L.  Phase I was designed to
 demonstrate the system’s ability to produce 27.2 mg/L ozone.  The ozone when mixed with hydrogen peroxide
 forms a strong oxidant that reduces concentrations of all organic compounds including pCBSA.


 


The Phase I test was run on February 26, 2015.  Although the HiPOx ozone dose system was set at 27.3
 mg/L, the system was not able to maintain that rate.  An average ozone dose of 25.9 mg/L, was achieved
 for the test.   Samples were collected after each unit and the concentrations are as follows:


 


Constituent
Concentration in Groundwater (ug/L) Concentration in Air (ppmv)


Influent Post-
HiPOx


Post-Air
 Stripper Post-LGAC VGAC Influent Discharge


 Stack
pCBSA 48,000 34,000 31,000 <5 NA NA
MCB 8,400 3,400 85 <0.5 5.7 <0.0005
CF 1,700 1,600 34 <0.5 5.5 <0.0005
Benzene <100 <40 0.34 J <0.5 0.14 <0.0005
1,2-DCA <100 <40 0.78 <0.5 0.020 <0.0005
PCE 67 J 48 <0.5 <0.5 0.12 <0.0005
TCE <100 <40 <0.5 <0.5 0.021 <0.0005
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TBA <2,000 <800 12 10 NA NA
Arsenic 6.9 5.7 5.0 2.1 NA NA


 


 


EPA does not believe the Phase I test met its objective to verify the full range of the ozone dosage system.


 


-Cynthia W.


 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section


US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division


75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105


(415)972-3059


 



tel:%28415%29972-3059






From: Manzanilla, Enrique
To: Lyons, John; Stralka, Daniel
Cc: Zito, Kelly; Guria, Peter; Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Barton, Dana; Yogi, David; Jolish, Taly; Minor,


 Dustin; Moore, Letitia
Subject: FW: Drinking water standards, oil spill protocols
Date: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:12:46 PM


PCBSa
 


From: Cal EPA / OEHHA [mailto:lmonserr@oehha.ca.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 1:07 PM
To: Manzanilla, Enrique
Subject: Drinking water standards, oil spill protocols
 


News from OEHHA


Drinking Water - Public health protective concentration for para-chlorobenzene sulfonic
 acid (pCBSA) in drinking water.


The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) is identifying a public
 health protective concentration of 3 parts per million (ppm) for the chemical para-
chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (pCBSA) in drinking water. pCBSA is a by-product of the
 production of dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane (DDT) and is often found in soil at former
 DDT manufacturing sites. pCBSA is highly water soluble and has contaminated aquifers
 beneath these sites.


 
Fact Sheet - Oil Spills and Seafood  the process by which OEHHA responds to spills
 and evaluates the risk of eating seafood after a spill
 
Oil Spills and Seafood - OEHHA's Protocol For Seafood Risk Assessment To Support
 Fisheries Re-Opening Decisions For Aquatic Oil Spills In California (pdf)
 
 


 


 
Quick Links...


~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~


The OEHHA Website


More About OEHHA


Contact Information


~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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From: Chavira, Raymond
To: MARTINEZ, YARISSA
Cc: Barton, Dana; Perina, Tomas; Battaglia, Lora K.
Subject: FW: Montrose Superfund Site - March 2015 Monthly Report-Construction of the Dual Site Groundwater


 Operable Treatment System
Date: Friday, April 17, 2015 3:43:18 PM
Attachments: 2015 04 10 March Monthly Report.pdf


FYI


From: Katie Lewis [mailto:katie@demaximis.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 2:26 PM
To: Chavira, Raymond
Cc: Brian.Dean@aecom.com; Natalia.Raykhman@CH2M.com; angela@CleanAirMatters.net;
 Jaime Dinello; Michael Palmer; Safouh Sayed; Jolish, Taly; Ball, Harold; Wetmore, Cynthia; Brian
 Petty; Benjamin.Gibson@lw.com; Kelly.Richardson@lw.com; jkelly@montrosechemical.com;
 Henry Chatman
Subject: Montrose Superfund Site - March 2015 Monthly Report-Construction of the Dual Site
 Groundwater Operable Treatment System


 


Ray,
 
On behalf of Montrose Chemical Corporation of California, and Pursuant to Paragraph 10 of the Partial
 Consent Decree for the Construction of the Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Treatment System, Civil
 No. CV 90 3122-R please find the attached Monthly Report for activities performed at the Montrose
 Chemical Corporation of California Site. This monthly report covers work activities for March 2015. We will
 put two hard copies of this report in the mail for EPA and DTSC.
 
Any questions or comments, please contact me.


Katie Lewis


Project Manager


de maximis, Inc.


1322 Scott St. Suite 104


San Diego, CA 92106


(619) 546-8377
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=629CE31AC2BF4D818B9C4B0F6869807A-RCHAVIRA

mailto:martinez.yarissa@epa.gov

mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov

mailto:Tomas.Perina@Cbifederalservices.com

mailto:Lora.Battaglia@Cbifederalservices.com






 



2150403_March_MonthlyReport_Final 
 



 



April 10, 2015 
 
Via E-mail and U.S. Mail 
 
Mr. Ray Chavira 
U.S. EPA Region 9 
Superfund Division, SFD-7-2 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
Re: March 2015 Monthly Report, Partial Groundwater Consent Decree, Montrose Site, Los 



Angeles, California 
 
Dear Ray: 
  
Pursuant to Paragraph 10 of the Partial Consent Decree for the Construction of the Dual Site 
Groundwater Operable Unit Treatment System, Civil No. CV 90 3122-R, please find the 
attached Monthly Report for activities performed at the Montrose Chemical Corporation of 
California (Montrose) Site on behalf of the Settling Defendants.  This monthly report covers work 
activities for March 2015. 
 
(a) actions which have been taken toward achieving compliance with this Partial Consent 



Decree during the previous month:  
  



• Construction activities associated with the Torrance Groundwater Remediation System 
(TGRS) have been completed.    



• In accordance with recommendations outlined in the January 15, 2015 Final Inspection 
report, minor updates to the TGRS were performed in March 2015. 



• Samples from 9 of the extraction wells were collected on March 11 and 12, 2015.  
Results of that sampling were provided to EPA on March 24, 2015, shortly after receipt 
by Montrose from the laboratory. 



• Results of the Phase 1 Functional Test of the TGRS which was performed on February 
26, 2015 were provided to EPA on March 13, 2015. 



• Due to access restrictions samples from the 2 remaining extraction wells were collected 
on March 26, 2015. 



• Water in the effluent tank from the February 26, 2015 functional testing was injected on 
March 27, 2015, as approved by EPA. 
 



(b) a summary of all results of sampling and tests and all other data received or generated by 
Settling Defendants or their contractors or agents in the previous month:    



 
• Although not required to achieve compliance with the Partial Consent Decree, the 



following summarizes results of sampling related to groundwater: 
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o Samples from the Phase 1 functional test conducted on February 26, 2015 are 
provided. 



o Samples from 9 extraction wells that were sampled on March 11 and 12, 2015 
are provided 



o The remaining two extraction wells (BF-EW-1 and G-EW-1) were sampled on 
March 26, 2015.  The results of those samples will be submitted to EPA in April 
2015. 



 
(c) portions of the Work Plan, reports, and other deliverables required by this Partial Consent 



Decree completed and submitted during the previous month:  
 



• None at this time 
 
 



(d) actions, including, but not limited to, data collection and implementation of the Work Plans 
that are scheduled for the next month and provide other information relating to the progress 
of construction, potentially including, but not limited to, critical path diagrams, Gantt charts 
and Pert charts:   



 
• Montrose is responding to EPA’s comments on the Final Inspection Report. 
• Montrose is evaluating EPA’s comments to the O&M Manual 
• Montrose is compiling information for the Final Construction Completion Report. 
• Montrose may conduct additional functional testing as approved by EPA. 



 
 
(e) Information regarding percentage of completion, unresolved delays encountered or 
anticipated that may affect the future schedule for implementation of the Work, and a description 
of efforts made to mitigate those delays or anticipated delays:   
 



• As directed by EPA on December 19, 2014, Montrose is not permitted to initiate the five-
day testing as outlined in the Construction Performance Evaluation Test Workplan.  This 
was reiterated in the January 30, 2015 letter from EPA to Montrose, where EPA stated 
“that the goals of the final functional test should be expanded to include addressing 
whether the system can effectively achieve lower pCBSA effluent concentration.”  
Montrose desires to immediately begin the five-day test and startup under the terms of 
this Partial Consent Decree, which will result in completion of the work required by this 
Partial Consent Decree and the ROD, and to avoid further and unnecessary migration of 
the MCB plume into the area where EPA has begun assessing vapor intrusion risks.  
Montrose has the right and obligation to complete the work required by this Partial 
Consent Decree.  EPA’s refusal to allow Montrose to do so, and the State’s involvement 
in that decision, is not supported under the Consent Decree or otherwise.   
 



• On February 11, 2015, Montrose filed a Notice of Dispute under this Partial Consent 
Decree, arguing that EPA unlawfully withdrew its approval of Montrose’s plans for 
implementing the work required by the Consent Decree.  Montrose participated in a 
meet and confer with EPA and the State on February 19, 2015, which did not result in 
resolution of the issues.  Montrose subsequently filed a Statement of Position on 
February 27, 2015, initiating the formal dispute resolution process under the Consent 
Decree.  EPA responded with its Statement of Position on April 2, 2015. 
  



• On February 27, 2015, Montrose also notified EPA and the State that their actions are 
directly responsible for preventing the startup of the groundwater treatment system and 
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could result in further migration of the groundwater plume and related consequences, 
including vapor intrusion impacts.   



(f) modifications to the Work Plan or other schedules that Settling Defendants have proposed to 
EPA or that have been approved by EPA: 
 



• None at this time 
 



(g) describe all activities undertaken in support of the Community Relations Plan during the 
previous month and those to be undertaken in the next six weeks. 
 



• None at this time.  
 



 
If you have any questions or comments regarding the information contained in this report, 
please contact Mike Palmer at 619-546-8377 or mpalmer@demaximis.com.   
 
Sincerely, 
de maximis, inc.        



      
           
Project Coordinator       
Michael A. Palmer PG, CHG                    Henry Chatman, III 
 
cc: Ms. Taly Jolish, U. S. EPA  (Via Email) 
 Mr. Safouh Sayed, DTSC  (2 Hard Copies and Via Email) 
 Ms. Natasha Raykman, CH2M Hill (Via Email) 
 Mr. Joe Kelly, Montrose Chemical Corporation of California (Via Email) 
 Mr. Kelly Richardson, Esq., Latham & Watkins (Via Email) 
 Mr. Brian Petty, Geosyntec (Via Email) 
 Mr. Brian Dean, Group Delta (Via Email) 
 Mr. Mark Riley, AECOM (Via Email) 
 Del Amo Action Committee (Via Email) 
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Sample Date Report Date Lab SDG  Sample type Sample Media  Sample ID Location  Comments 
2/26/2015 3/9/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15022103 Effluent AE VGAC‐INFLUENT‐022615 Lead Vessel Phase 1 functional testing sample
2/26/2015 3/9/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15022103 Effluent WT POST‐HIPOX‐022615 HV‐3421 Phase 1 functional testing sample
2/26/2015 3/9/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15022103 Effluent AE DISCHARGE‐STACK‐022615 Discharge Stack Phase 1 functional testing sample
2/26/2015 3/9/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15022103 Effluent WG INFLUENT‐022615 HV‐3411 Phase 1 functional testing sample
2/26/2015 3/9/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15022103 Effluent WT POST‐AIR‐STRIPPER‐022615 HV‐3661 Phase 1 functional testing sample
2/26/2015 3/9/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15022103 Effluent WT POST‐LGAC‐022615 HV‐3482 Phase 1 functional testing sample
2/26/2015 3/9/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15022103 Effluent WT EFFLUENT‐TANK‐022615 HV‐3671 Phase 1 functional testing sample
3/11/2015 3/20/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15030889 Groundwater Monitoring  WG G‐EW‐4‐20150311 G‐EW‐4 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/25/2015 Test America, West Sacramento, CA 440‐104298‐1 Groundwater Monitoring  WG G‐EW‐4000‐20150311 G‐EW‐4 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/20/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15030889 Groundwater Monitoring  WG BF‐EW‐2‐20150311 BF‐EW‐2 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/25/2015 Test America, West Sacramento, CA 440‐104298‐1 Groundwater Monitoring  WG BF‐EW‐2000‐20150311 BF‐EW‐2 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/20/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15030889 Groundwater Monitoring  WG BF‐EW‐4‐20150311 BF‐EW‐4 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/25/2015 Test America, West Sacramento, CA 440‐104298‐1 Groundwater Monitoring  WG BF‐EW‐4000‐20150311 BF‐EW‐4 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/20/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15030889 Groundwater Monitoring  WG G‐EW‐3‐20150311 G‐EW‐3 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/25/2015 Test America, West Sacramento, CA 440‐104298‐1 Groundwater Monitoring  WG G‐EW‐3000‐20150311 G‐EW‐3 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/20/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15030889 Groundwater Monitoring  WG G‐EW‐2‐20150311 G‐EW‐2 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/25/2015 Test America, West Sacramento, CA 440‐104298‐1 Groundwater Monitoring  WG G‐EW‐2000‐20150311 G‐EW‐2 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/20/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15030889 Groundwater Monitoring  WG UBA‐EW‐1‐20150311 UBA‐EW‐1 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/11/2015 3/25/2015 Test America, West Sacramento, CA 440‐104298‐1 Groundwater Monitoring  WG UBA‐EW‐1000‐20150311 UBA‐EW‐1 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/12/2015 3/20/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15031010 Groundwater Monitoring  WG BF‐EW‐3‐20150312 BF‐EW‐3 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/12/2015 3/25/2015 Test America, West Sacramento, CA 440‐104404‐1 Groundwater Monitoring  WG BF‐EW‐3000‐20150312 BF‐EW‐3 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/12/2015 3/20/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15031010 Groundwater Monitoring  WG UBA‐EW‐3‐20150312 UBA‐EW‐3 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/12/2015 3/25/2015 Test America, West Sacramento, CA 440‐104404‐1 Groundwater Monitoring  WG UBA‐EW‐3000‐20150312 UBA‐EW‐3 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/12/2015 3/20/2015 CalScience Environmental Laboratories, Inc. 15031010 Groundwater Monitoring  WG BF‐EW‐5‐20150312 BF‐EW‐5 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
3/12/2015 3/25/2015 Test America, West Sacramento, CA 440‐104404‐1 Groundwater Monitoring  WG BF‐EW‐5000‐20150312 BF‐EW‐5 TGRS Extraction Wells Baseline Sampling
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TABLE 1
March 2015 Analytical Results‐Groundwater



Montorose Suferfund Site
20201 S.Normandie Avenue, Los Angeles, California



BF‐EW‐1 BF‐EW‐1 BF‐EW‐1 BF‐EW‐2 BF‐EW‐2 BF‐EW‐3 BF‐EW‐3 BF‐EW‐4 BF‐EW‐4 BF‐EW‐5 BF‐EW‐5 G‐EW‐1 G‐EW‐1 G‐EW‐1 G‐EW‐2 G‐EW‐2
BF‐EW‐1000‐20150326 BF‐EW‐100‐20150326 BF‐EW‐1‐20150326 BF‐EW‐2000‐20150311 BF‐EW‐2‐20150311 BF‐EW‐3000‐20150312 BF‐EW‐3‐20150312 BF‐EW‐4000‐20150311 BF‐EW‐4‐20150311 BF‐EW‐5000‐20150312 BF‐EW‐5‐20150312 G‐EW‐1000‐20150326 G‐EW‐100‐20150326 G‐EW‐1‐20150326 G‐EW‐2000‐20150311 G‐EW‐2‐20150311



Analyte CAS Unit 3/26/2015 3/26/2015 3/26/2015 3/11/2015 3/11/2015 3/12/2015 3/12/2015 3/11/2015 3/11/2015 3/12/2015 3/12/2015 3/26/2015 3/26/2015 3/26/2015 3/11/2015 3/11/2015
VOCs
1,1,1,2‐Tetrachloroethane 630‐20‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,1,1‐Trichloroethane 71‐55‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane 79‐34‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,1,2‐Trichloro‐1,2,2‐Trifluoroethane 76‐13‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,1,2‐Trichloroethane 79‐00‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,1‐Dichloroethane 75‐34‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,1‐Dichloroethene 75‐35‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,1‐Dichloropropene 563‐58‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,2,3‐Trichlorobenzene 87‐61‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,2,3‐Trichloropropane 96‐18‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 50 U 50 U ‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 4.0 U 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U
1,2,4‐Trichlorobenzene 120‐82‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,2,4‐Trimethylbenzene 95‐63‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 7.6 J ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,2‐Dibromo‐3‐chloropropane 96‐12‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 250 U 250 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 500 U ‐‐ 20 U 20 U ‐‐ 50 U
1,2‐Dibromoethane 106‐93‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,2‐Dichlorobenzene 95‐50‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,2‐Dichloroethane 107‐06‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 21 ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 15
1,2‐Dichloropropane 78‐87‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,3,5‐Trimethylbenzene 108‐67‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,3‐Dichlorobenzene 541‐73‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
1,3‐Dichloropropane 142‐28‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 50 U 50 U ‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 4.0 U 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U
1,4‐Dichlorobenzene 106‐46‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 26 30 ‐‐ 22 ‐‐ 5.6 ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 58 ‐‐ 2.2 2.1 ‐‐ 6.7
2,2‐Dichloropropane 594‐20‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 50 U 50 U ‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 4.0 U 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U
2‐Chlorotoluene 95‐49‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
2‐Hexanone 591‐78‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 500 U 500 U ‐‐ 400 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 1000 U ‐‐ 40 U 40 U ‐‐ 100 U
4‐Chlorotoluene 106‐43‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
4‐Isopropyltoluene 99‐87‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
4‐Methyl‐2‐pentanone 108‐10‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 250 U 250 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 500 U ‐‐ 20 U 20 U ‐‐ 50 U
Acetone 67‐64‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 500 U 500 U ‐‐ 400 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 1000 U ‐‐ 40 U 40 U ‐‐ 100 U
Benzene 71‐43‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 96 110 ‐‐ 37 ‐‐ 6 ‐‐ 19 ‐‐ 53 ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 13
Bromobenzene 108‐86‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Bromochloromethane 74‐97‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 50 U 50 U ‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 4.0 U 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U
Bromodichloromethane 75‐27‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Bromoform 75‐25‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Bromomethane 74‐83‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 50 U 50 U ‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 4.0 U 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U
Carbon Disulfide 75‐15‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 50 U 50 U ‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 4.0 U 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U
Carbon Tetrachloride 56‐23‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Chlorobenzene 108‐90‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 15000 16000 ‐‐ 8700 ‐‐ 2100 ‐‐ 1800 ‐‐ 42000 ‐‐ 1000 1100 ‐‐ 2900
Chloroethane 75‐00‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Chloroform 67‐66‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 41 54 ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Chloromethane 74‐87‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
cis‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 156‐59‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
cis‐1,3‐Dichloropropene 10061‐01‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Dibromochloromethane 124‐48‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Dibromomethane 74‐95‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Dichlorodifluoromethane 75‐71‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 50 U 50 U ‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 4.0 U 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U
Ethanol 64‐17‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 2500 U 2500 U ‐‐ 2000 U ‐‐ 500 U ‐‐ 500 U ‐‐ 5000 U ‐‐ 200 U 200 U ‐‐ 500 U
Ethyl tert‐butyl ether 637‐92‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Ethylbenzene 100‐41‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 36 ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Isopropyl Ether 108‐20‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Isopropylbenzene 98‐82‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
m‐&p‐Xylenes 179601‐23‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 10 J ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 78‐93‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 250 U 250 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 500 U ‐‐ 20 U 20 U ‐‐ 50 U
Methylene Chloride 75‐09‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 50 U 50 U ‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 4.0 U 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U
Methyl‐tert‐butyl ether 1634‐04‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Naphthalene 91‐20‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 50 U 50 U ‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 10 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 4.0 U 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U
n‐Butylbenzene 104‐51‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
n‐Propylbenzene 103‐65‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
o‐Xylene 95‐47‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
sec‐Butylbenzene 135‐98‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Styrene 100‐42‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
tert‐Amyl Methyl Ether 994‐05‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
tert‐Butyl Alcohol 75‐65‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 500 U 500 U ‐‐ 400 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 1000 U ‐‐ 40 U 40 U ‐‐ 100 U
tert‐Butylbenzene 98‐06‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Tetrachloroethene 127‐18‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Toluene 108‐88‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
trans‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 156‐60‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
trans‐1,3‐Dichloropropene 10061‐02‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Trichloroethene 79‐01‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 31 35 ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 120 ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Trichlorofluoromethane 75‐69‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Vinyl Acetate 108‐05‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 250 U 250 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 500 U ‐‐ 20 U 20 U ‐‐ 50 U
Vinyl Chloride 75‐01‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 25 U 25 U ‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U ‐‐ 50 U ‐‐ 2.0 U 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U
Metals
Arsenic 7440‐38‐2 ug/L ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Iron 7439‐89‐6 ug/L ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Manganese 7439‐96‐5 ug/L ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Arsenic 7440‐38‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 0.560 J 1.00 U ‐‐ 16.2 ‐‐ 0.821 J ‐‐ 4.98 ‐‐ 9.42 ‐‐ 1.00 U 1.00 U ‐‐ 2.91
Manganese 7439‐96‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 348 B 359 B ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 30.2 B 29.9 B ‐‐ ‐‐
Other
Nitrogen, Nitrate (As NO3) NO3 mg/L ‐‐ 0.10 U 0.10 U ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 0.10 U 0.10 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Sulfate 14808‐79‐8 mg/L ‐‐ 240 240 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 38 38 ‐‐ ‐‐
4‐Chlorobenzenesulfonic acid 98‐66‐8 ug/L 110000 110000 120000 98000 56000 14000 15000 20000 25000 110000 130000 14000 13000 13000 27000 34000
Chemical Oxygen Demand COD mg/L ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Total Dissolved Solids TDS mg/L ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
Total Organic Carbon TOC mg/L ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐



Notes:
Detections are shown in bold
ug/L = micrograms per liter
mg/L = milligrams per liter
U = Analyte was not detected above laboratory reporting limit.



H = Sample received and/or analyzed past the recommended holding time.
B = Analyte was present in the associated method blank.



SampleID and Date



J = Analyte was detected at a concentration below the reporting limit and above the 
laboratory detection limit.  Reported value is estimated.
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TABLE 1
March 2015 Analytical Results‐Groundwater



Montorose Suferfund Site
20201 S.Normandie Avenue, Los Angeles, California



Analyte CAS Unit
VOCs
1,1,1,2‐Tetrachloroethane 630‐20‐6 ug/L
1,1,1‐Trichloroethane 71‐55‐6 ug/L
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane 79‐34‐5 ug/L
1,1,2‐Trichloro‐1,2,2‐Trifluoroethane 76‐13‐1 ug/L
1,1,2‐Trichloroethane 79‐00‐5 ug/L
1,1‐Dichloroethane 75‐34‐3 ug/L
1,1‐Dichloroethene 75‐35‐4 ug/L
1,1‐Dichloropropene 563‐58‐6 ug/L
1,2,3‐Trichlorobenzene 87‐61‐6 ug/L
1,2,3‐Trichloropropane 96‐18‐4 ug/L
1,2,4‐Trichlorobenzene 120‐82‐1 ug/L
1,2,4‐Trimethylbenzene 95‐63‐6 ug/L
1,2‐Dibromo‐3‐chloropropane 96‐12‐8 ug/L
1,2‐Dibromoethane 106‐93‐4 ug/L
1,2‐Dichlorobenzene 95‐50‐1 ug/L
1,2‐Dichloroethane 107‐06‐2 ug/L
1,2‐Dichloropropane 78‐87‐5 ug/L
1,3,5‐Trimethylbenzene 108‐67‐8 ug/L
1,3‐Dichlorobenzene 541‐73‐1 ug/L
1,3‐Dichloropropane 142‐28‐9 ug/L
1,4‐Dichlorobenzene 106‐46‐7 ug/L
2,2‐Dichloropropane 594‐20‐7 ug/L
2‐Chlorotoluene 95‐49‐8 ug/L
2‐Hexanone 591‐78‐6 ug/L
4‐Chlorotoluene 106‐43‐4 ug/L
4‐Isopropyltoluene 99‐87‐6 ug/L
4‐Methyl‐2‐pentanone 108‐10‐1 ug/L
Acetone 67‐64‐1 ug/L
Benzene 71‐43‐2 ug/L
Bromobenzene 108‐86‐1 ug/L
Bromochloromethane 74‐97‐5 ug/L
Bromodichloromethane 75‐27‐4 ug/L
Bromoform 75‐25‐2 ug/L
Bromomethane 74‐83‐9 ug/L
Carbon Disulfide 75‐15‐0 ug/L
Carbon Tetrachloride 56‐23‐5 ug/L
Chlorobenzene 108‐90‐7 ug/L
Chloroethane 75‐00‐3 ug/L
Chloroform 67‐66‐3 ug/L
Chloromethane 74‐87‐3 ug/L
cis‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 156‐59‐2 ug/L
cis‐1,3‐Dichloropropene 10061‐01‐5 ug/L
Dibromochloromethane 124‐48‐1 ug/L
Dibromomethane 74‐95‐3 ug/L
Dichlorodifluoromethane 75‐71‐8 ug/L
Ethanol 64‐17‐5 ug/L
Ethyl tert‐butyl ether 637‐92‐3 ug/L
Ethylbenzene 100‐41‐4 ug/L
Isopropyl Ether 108‐20‐3 ug/L
Isopropylbenzene 98‐82‐8 ug/L
m‐&p‐Xylenes 179601‐23‐1 ug/L
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 78‐93‐3 ug/L
Methylene Chloride 75‐09‐2 ug/L
Methyl‐tert‐butyl ether 1634‐04‐4 ug/L
Naphthalene 91‐20‐3 ug/L
n‐Butylbenzene 104‐51‐8 ug/L
n‐Propylbenzene 103‐65‐1 ug/L
o‐Xylene 95‐47‐6 ug/L
sec‐Butylbenzene 135‐98‐8 ug/L
Styrene 100‐42‐5 ug/L
tert‐Amyl Methyl Ether 994‐05‐8 ug/L
tert‐Butyl Alcohol 75‐65‐0 ug/L
tert‐Butylbenzene 98‐06‐6 ug/L
Tetrachloroethene 127‐18‐4 ug/L
Toluene 108‐88‐3 ug/L
trans‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 156‐60‐5 ug/L
trans‐1,3‐Dichloropropene 10061‐02‐6 ug/L
Trichloroethene 79‐01‐6 ug/L
Trichlorofluoromethane 75‐69‐4 ug/L
Vinyl Acetate 108‐05‐4 ug/L
Vinyl Chloride 75‐01‐4 ug/L
Metals
Arsenic 7440‐38‐2 ug/L
Iron 7439‐89‐6 ug/L
Manganese 7439‐96‐5 ug/L
Arsenic 7440‐38‐2 ug/L
Manganese 7439‐96‐5 ug/L
Other
Nitrogen, Nitrate (As NO3) NO3 mg/L
Sulfate 14808‐79‐8 mg/L
4‐Chlorobenzenesulfonic acid 98‐66‐8 ug/L
Chemical Oxygen Demand COD mg/L
Total Dissolved Solids TDS mg/L
Total Organic Carbon TOC mg/L



Notes:
Detections are shown in bold
ug/L = micrograms per liter
mg/L = milligrams per liter
U = Analyte was not detected above laboratory reporting limit.



H = Sample received and/or analyzed past the recommended holding time.
B = Analyte was present in the associated method blank.



J = Analyte was detected at a concentration below the reporting limit and above the 
laboratory detection limit.  Reported value is estimated.



G‐EW‐3 G‐EW‐3 G‐EW‐4 G‐EW‐4 HV‐3411 UBA‐EW‐1 UBA‐EW‐1 UBA‐EW‐3 UBA‐EW‐3
G‐EW‐3000‐20150311 G‐EW‐3‐20150311 G‐EW‐4000‐20150311 G‐EW‐4‐20150311 INFLUENT‐022615 UBA‐EW‐1000‐20150311 UBA‐EW‐1‐20150311 UBA‐EW‐3000‐20150312 UBA‐EW‐3‐20150312



3/11/2015 3/11/2015 3/11/2015 3/11/2015 2/26/2015 3/11/2015 3/11/2015 3/12/2015 3/12/2015



‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 110 ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 49 J ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U 200 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 20 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 66 J ‐‐ 9.7 J
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 50 U 1000 U ‐‐ 1000 U ‐‐ 100 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 85 J ‐‐ 10 J
‐‐ 1.7 J ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 110 ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U 200 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 20 U
‐‐ 3.7 ‐‐ 4.4 J 100 U ‐‐ 290 ‐‐ 29
‐‐ 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U 200 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 20 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 100 U 2000 U ‐‐ 2000 U ‐‐ 200 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 50 U 1000 U ‐‐ 1000 U ‐‐ 100 U
‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 100 U 2000 U ‐‐ 870 J ‐‐ 200 U
‐‐ 2.5 ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 1200 ‐‐ 20
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U 200 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 20 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U 200 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 20 U
‐‐ 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U 200 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 20 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 150 ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 640 ‐‐ 2000 8400 ‐‐ 140000 ‐‐ 4500
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 1700 ‐‐ 50000 ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U 200 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 20 U
‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 500 U 10000 U ‐‐ 10000 U ‐‐ 1000 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 97 J ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 50 U 1000 U ‐‐ 1000 U ‐‐ 100 U
‐‐ 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U 200 U ‐‐ 130 J ‐‐ 20 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 4.0 U ‐‐ 10 U 200 U ‐‐ 200 U ‐‐ 20 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 40 U ‐‐ 100 U 2000 U ‐‐ 2000 U ‐‐ 200 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 67 J ‐‐ 2400 ‐‐ 300
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 160 ‐‐ 29
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U
‐‐ 20 U ‐‐ 50 U 1000 U ‐‐ 1000 U ‐‐ 100 U
‐‐ 2.0 U ‐‐ 5.0 U 100 U ‐‐ 100 U ‐‐ 10 U



‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 6.88 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 1130 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 470 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
‐‐ 0.672 J ‐‐ 1.35 ‐‐ ‐‐ 1.65 ‐‐ 44.5
‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐



‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐



4200 4800 20000 24000 48000 1500000 630000 11000 13000
‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 85 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 980 H ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐
‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ 42 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐



SampleID and Date
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HV‐3421 HV‐3482 HV‐3661 HV‐3671
POST‐HIPOX‐022615 POST‐LGAC‐022615 POST‐AIR‐STRIPPER‐022615 EFFLUENT‐TANK‐022615



Analyte CAS Unit 2/26/2015 2/26/2015 2/26/2015 2/26/2015
VOCs
1,1,1,2‐Tetrachloroethane 630‐20‐6 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,1,1‐Trichloroethane 71‐55‐6 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane 79‐34‐5 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,1,2‐Trichloro‐1,2,2‐Trifluoroethane 76‐13‐1 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,1,2‐Trichloroethane 79‐00‐5 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.33 J ‐‐
1,1‐Dichloroethane 75‐34‐3 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,1‐Dichloroethene 75‐35‐4 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,1‐Dichloropropene 563‐58‐6 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,2,3‐Trichlorobenzene 87‐61‐6 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,2,3‐Trichloropropane 96‐18‐4 ug/L 80 U 1.0 U 1.0 U ‐‐
1,2,4‐Trichlorobenzene 120‐82‐1 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,2,4‐Trimethylbenzene 95‐63‐6 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,2‐Dibromo‐3‐chloropropane 96‐12‐8 ug/L 400 U 5.0 U 5.0 U ‐‐
1,2‐Dibromoethane 106‐93‐4 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,2‐Dichlorobenzene 95‐50‐1 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.20 J ‐‐
1,2‐Dichloroethane 107‐06‐2 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.78 ‐‐
1,2‐Dichloropropane 78‐87‐5 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,3,5‐Trimethylbenzene 108‐67‐8 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,3‐Dichlorobenzene 541‐73‐1 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,3‐Dichloropropane 142‐28‐9 ug/L 80 U 1.0 U 1.0 U ‐‐
1,4‐Dichlorobenzene 106‐46‐7 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.61 ‐‐
2,2‐Dichloropropane 594‐20‐7 ug/L 80 U 1.0 U 1.0 U ‐‐
2‐Chlorotoluene 95‐49‐8 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
2‐Hexanone 591‐78‐6 ug/L 800 U 10 U 10 U ‐‐
4‐Chlorotoluene 106‐43‐4 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
4‐Isopropyltoluene 99‐87‐6 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
4‐Methyl‐2‐pentanone 108‐10‐1 ug/L 400 U 5.0 U 5.0 U ‐‐
Acetone 67‐64‐1 ug/L 800 U 10 U 43 ‐‐
Benzene 71‐43‐2 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.34 J ‐‐
Bromobenzene 108‐86‐1 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Bromochloromethane 74‐97‐5 ug/L 80 U 1.0 U 1.0 U ‐‐
Bromodichloromethane 75‐27‐4 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Bromoform 75‐25‐2 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Bromomethane 74‐83‐9 ug/L 80 U 1.0 U 1.0 U ‐‐
Carbon Disulfide 75‐15‐0 ug/L 80 U 1.0 U 1.0 U ‐‐
Carbon Tetrachloride 56‐23‐5 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Chlorobenzene 108‐90‐7 ug/L 3400 0.50 U 85 ‐‐
Chloroethane 75‐00‐3 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Chloroform 67‐66‐3 ug/L 1600 0.50 U 34 ‐‐
Chloromethane 74‐87‐3 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
cis‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 156‐59‐2 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
cis‐1,3‐Dichloropropene 10061‐01‐5 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Dibromochloromethane 124‐48‐1 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Dibromomethane 74‐95‐3 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Dichlorodifluoromethane 75‐71‐8 ug/L 80 U 1.0 U 1.0 U ‐‐
Ethanol 64‐17‐5 ug/L 4000 U 50 U 50 U ‐‐
Ethyl tert‐butyl ether 637‐92‐3 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Ethylbenzene 100‐41‐4 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Isopropyl Ether 108‐20‐3 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Isopropylbenzene 98‐82‐8 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
m‐&p‐Xylenes 179601‐23‐1 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 78‐93‐3 ug/L 400 U 5.0 U 3.2 J ‐‐
Methylene Chloride 75‐09‐2 ug/L 80 U 1.0 U 1.0 U ‐‐
Methyl‐tert‐butyl ether 1634‐04‐4 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Naphthalene 91‐20‐3 ug/L 80 U 1.0 U 1.0 U ‐‐
n‐Butylbenzene 104‐51‐8 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
n‐Propylbenzene 103‐65‐1 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
o‐Xylene 95‐47‐6 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
sec‐Butylbenzene 135‐98‐8 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Styrene 100‐42‐5 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
tert‐Amyl Methyl Ether 994‐05‐8 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
tert‐Butyl Alcohol 75‐65‐0 ug/L 800 U 10 12 ‐‐
tert‐Butylbenzene 98‐06‐6 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Tetrachloroethene 127‐18‐4 ug/L 48 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Toluene 108‐88‐3 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
trans‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 156‐60‐5 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
trans‐1,3‐Dichloropropene 10061‐02‐6 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Trichloroethene 79‐01‐6 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Trichlorofluoromethane 75‐69‐4 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
Vinyl Acetate 108‐05‐4 ug/L 400 U 5.0 U 5.0 U ‐‐
Vinyl Chloride 75‐01‐4 ug/L 40 U 0.50 U 0.50 U ‐‐
1,2,4‐Trichlorobenzene 120‐82‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
1,2‐Dichlorobenzene 95‐50‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
1,3‐Dichlorobenzene 541‐73‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
1,4‐Dichlorobenzene 106‐46‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
1‐Methylnaphthalene 90‐12‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2,4,5‐Trichlorophenol 95‐95‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2,4,6‐Trichlorophenol 88‐06‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2,4‐Dichlorophenol 120‐83‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2,4‐Dimethylphenol 105‐67‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2,4‐Dinitrophenol 51‐28‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 48 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2,4‐Dinitrotoluene 121‐14‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2,6‐Dinitrotoluene 606‐20‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2‐Chloronaphthalene 91‐58‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2‐Chlorophenol 95‐57‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2‐Methylnaphthalene 91‐57‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2‐Methylphenol 95‐48‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2‐Nitroaniline 88‐74‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2‐Nitrophenol 88‐75‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
3‐&4‐Methylphenol 15831‐10‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
3,3'‐Dichlorobenzidine 91‐94‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 24 U ‐‐ ‐‐
3‐Nitroaniline 99‐09‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
4,6‐Dinitro‐2‐methylphenol 534‐52‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 48 U ‐‐ ‐‐
4‐Bromophenyl phenyl ether 101‐55‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
4‐Chloro‐3‐methylphenol 59‐50‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
4‐Chloroaniline 106‐47‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
4‐Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 7005‐72‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
4‐Nitroaniline 100‐01‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
4‐Nitrophenol 100‐02‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Acenaphthene 83‐32‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Acenaphthylene 208‐96‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Aniline 62‐53‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐



TABLE 2
March 2015 Analytical Results ‐  Treated Water



Montrose Superfund Site
20201 S. Normandie Avenue, Los Angeles, California
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HV‐3421 HV‐3482 HV‐3661 HV‐3671
POST‐HIPOX‐022615 POST‐LGAC‐022615 POST‐AIR‐STRIPPER‐022615 EFFLUENT‐TANK‐022615



Analyte CAS Unit 2/26/2015 2/26/2015 2/26/2015 2/26/2015



TABLE 2
March 2015 Analytical Results ‐  Treated Water



Montrose Superfund Site
20201 S. Normandie Avenue, Los Angeles, California



SampleID and Date



Anthracene 120‐12‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Azobenzene 103‐33‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Benzidine 92‐87‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 48 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Benzo(a)anthracene 56‐55‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Benzo(a)pyrene 50‐32‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 205‐99‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 191‐24‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 207‐08‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Benzoic Acid 65‐85‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 48 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Benzyl Alcohol 100‐51‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
bis(2‐Chloro‐1‐Methylethyl) Ether 108‐60‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
bis(2‐Chloroethoxy) Methane 111‐91‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
bis(2‐Chloroethyl) Ether 111‐44‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 24 U ‐‐ ‐‐
bis(2‐Ethylhexyl) Phthalate 117‐81‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Butyl Benzyl Phthalate 85‐68‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Chrysene 218‐01‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 53‐70‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Dibenzofuran 132‐64‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Diethyl Phthalate 84‐66‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Dimethyl Phthalate 131‐11‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Di‐N‐Butyl Phthalate 84‐74‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Di‐n‐octyl Phthalate 117‐84‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Fluoranthene 206‐44‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Fluorene 86‐73‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Hexachlorobenzene 118‐74‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Hexachlorobutadiene 87‐68‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 77‐47‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 24 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Hexachloroethane 67‐72‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Indeno(1,2,3‐cd)pyrene 193‐39‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Isophorone 78‐59‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Naphthalene 91‐20‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Nitrobenzene 98‐95‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 24 U ‐‐ ‐‐
N‐Nitrosodimethylamine 62‐75‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
N‐Nitrosodi‐n‐propylamine 621‐64‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
N‐Nitrosodiphenylamine 86‐30‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Pentachlorophenol 87‐86‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Phenanthrene 85‐01‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Phenol 108‐95‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Pyrene 129‐00‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Pyridine 110‐86‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 9.5 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Metals
Antimony 7440‐36‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 15.0 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Arsenic 7440‐38‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 7.32 J ‐‐ ‐‐
Arsenic 7440‐38‐2 ug/L 5.66 2.15 4.96 ‐‐
Barium 7440‐39‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 62.5 ‐‐ ‐‐
Beryllium 7440‐41‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 10.0 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Cadmium 7440‐43‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 10.0 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Chromium, Total 7440‐47‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 10.0 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Cobalt 7440‐48‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 10.0 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Copper 7440‐50‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 10.0 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Lead 7439‐92‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 10.0 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Molybdenum 7439‐98‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 8.58 J ‐‐ ‐‐
Nickel 7440‐02‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 10.0 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Selenium 7782‐49‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 8.06 J ‐‐ ‐‐
Silver 7440‐22‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 5.00 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Thallium 7440‐28‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 3.11 J ‐‐ ‐‐
Vanadium 7440‐62‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 10.0 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Zinc 7440‐66‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 13.9 ‐‐ ‐‐
Mercury 7439‐97‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 0.500 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2,4'‐DDD 53‐19‐0 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2,4'‐DDE 3424‐82‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
2,4'‐DDT 789‐02‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
4,4'‐DDD 72‐54‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
4,4'‐DDE 72‐55‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
4,4'‐DDT 50‐29‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Aldrin 309‐00‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
alpha‐BHC 319‐84‐6 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
beta‐BHC 319‐85‐7 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Chlordane 57‐74‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 0.95 U ‐‐ ‐‐
delta‐BHC 319‐86‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Dieldrin 60‐57‐1 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Endosulfan I 959‐98‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Endosulfan II 33213‐65‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Endosulfan Sulfate 1031‐07‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Endrin 72‐20‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Endrin Aldehyde 7421‐93‐4 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Endrin Ketone 53494‐70‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
gamma‐BHC 58‐89‐9 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Heptachlor 76‐44‐8 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Heptachlor Epoxide 1024‐57‐3 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Methoxychlor 72‐43‐5 ug/L ‐‐ 0.095 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Toxaphene 8001‐35‐2 ug/L ‐‐ 1.9 U ‐‐ ‐‐
Other
4‐Chlorobenzenesulfonic acid 98‐66‐8 ug/L 34000 5.0 U 31000 5.0 U
Chemical Oxygen Demand COD mg/L 78 5.0 U 69
Total Organic Carbon TOC mg/L 38 ‐‐ ‐‐ ‐‐



Notes:
Detections are shown in bold
ug/L = micrograms per liter
U = Analyte was not detected above laboratory reporting limit.
J = Analyte was detected at a concentration below the reporting limit and above the laboratory detection limit.  Reported value is estimated.
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Discharge Stack Lead Vessel
DISCHARGE‐STACK‐022615 VGAC‐INFLUENT‐022615



Analyte CAS Unit 2/26/2015 2/26/2015
VOCs
1,1,1‐Trichloroethane 71‐55‐6 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
1,1,2,2‐Tetrachloroethane 79‐34‐5 ppbv 1.0 U 20 U
1,1,2‐Trichloro‐1,2,2‐Trifluoroethane 76‐13‐1 ppbv 1.5 U 30 U
1,1,2‐Trichloroethane 79‐00‐5 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
1,1‐Dichloroethane 75‐34‐3 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
1,1‐Dichloroethene 75‐35‐4 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
1,2,4‐Trichlorobenzene 120‐82‐1 ppbv 2.0 U 40 U
1,2,4‐Trimethylbenzene 95‐63‐6 ppbv 1.5 U 30 U
1,2‐Dibromoethane 106‐93‐4 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
1,2‐Dichlorobenzene 95‐50‐1 ppbv 0.50 U 1.5 J
1,2‐Dichloroethane 107‐06‐2 ppbv 0.50 U 20
1,2‐Dichloropropane 78‐87‐5 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
1,3,5‐Trimethylbenzene 108‐67‐8 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
1,3‐Dichlorobenzene 541‐73‐1 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
1,4‐Dichlorobenzene 106‐46‐7 ppbv 0.50 U 9.1 J
2‐Hexanone 591‐78‐6 ppbv 1.5 U 30 U
4‐Ethyltoluene 622‐96‐8 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
4‐Methyl‐2‐pentanone 108‐10‐1 ppbv 1.5 U 30 U
Acetone 67‐64‐1 ppbv 0.51 J 26 J
Benzene 71‐43‐2 ppbv 0.50 U 140
Benzyl Chloride 100‐44‐7 ppbv 1.5 U 30 U
Bromodichloromethane 75‐27‐4 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
Bromoform 75‐25‐2 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
Bromomethane 74‐83‐9 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
Carbon Disulfide 75‐15‐0 ppbv 2.0 U 40 U
Carbon Tetrachloride 56‐23‐5 ppbv 0.50 U 10
Chlorobenzene 108‐90‐7 ppbv 0.50 U 5700
Chloroethane 75‐00‐3 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
Chloroform 67‐66‐3 ppbv 0.50 U 5500
Chloromethane 74‐87‐3 ppbv 0.30 J 10 U
cis‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 156‐59‐2 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
cis‐1,3‐Dichloropropene 10061‐01‐5 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
Dibromochloromethane 124‐48‐1 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
Dichlorodifluoromethane 75‐71‐8 ppbv 0.071 J 10 U
Dichlorotetrafluoroethane 76‐14‐2 ppbv 2.0 U 40 U
Ethylbenzene 100‐41‐4 ppbv 0.50 U 5.0 J
Hexachlorobutadiene 87‐68‐3 ppbv 1.5 U 30 U
m‐&p‐Xylenes 179601‐23‐1 ppbv 2.0 U 8.9 J
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 78‐93‐3 ppbv 1.5 U 30 U
Methylene Chloride 75‐09‐2 ppbv 0.33 B,J 33 B,J
Methyl‐tert‐butyl ether 1634‐04‐4 ppbv 2.0 U 40 U
o‐Xylene 95‐47‐6 ppbv 0.50 U 4.2 J
Styrene 100‐42‐5 ppbv 0.54 J 30 U
Tetrachloroethene 127‐18‐4 ppbv 0.50 U 120
Toluene 108‐88‐3 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
trans‐1,2‐Dichloroethene 156‐60‐5 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U
trans‐1,3‐Dichloropropene 10061‐02‐6 ppbv 1.0 U 20 U
Trichloroethene 79‐01‐6 ppbv 0.50 U 21
Trichlorofluoromethane 75‐69‐4 ppbv 1.0 U 20 U
Vinyl Acetate 108‐05‐4 ppbv 2.0 U 40 U
Vinyl Chloride 75‐01‐4 ppbv 0.50 U 10 U



Notes:
Detections are shown in bold
ppbv = parts per billion by volume
U = Analyte was not detected above laboratory reporting limit.



B = Analyte was present in the associated method blank.
J = Analyte was detected at a concentration below the reporting limit and above the 



SampleID and Date



TABLE 3
January 2015 Analytical Results ‐  Vapor



Montrose Superfund Site
20201 S. Normandie Avenue, Los Angeles, California



Mar_AnalyticalResults_20150406.xlsx Page 6 of 6













From: Maier, Brent
To: yvette_martinez@boxer.senate.gov; Maurice Lyles (maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov); Hamilton Cloud (hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov);


 sabiha_khan@feinstein.senate.gov
Cc: Yogi, David; Barton, Dana; Lyons, John; Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Mogharabi, Nahal; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Keener, Bill
Subject: Montrose/Del Amo Conference Call with EPA Today at 3:30pm - Agenda and Materials
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:48:00 AM
Attachments: ACCESS AGREEMENT ENG_Del Amo_Montrose.pdf


Montrose-Del Amo Site Map 12_14.pdf
Montrose Del Amo_2-15.pdf
Montrose DNAPL PP 9_14 XCP.PDF
Agenda Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites Congressional Briefing_3-5-1....docx


Dear Colleagues:
 
In advance of our call with you today at 3:30pm, my Superfund Division colleagues have asked me to share the following
 materials and agenda with each of you. I received the following RSVPs:
 
Sabiha Khan, Field Representative, Office of U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein
Yvette Martinez, Deputy State Director, Office of U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer
Maurice Lyles, Field Representative, Office of U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer
Hamilton Cloud, Special Projects Director, Office of Congresswoman Maxine Waters
 
Expected EPA Participants:


·         Brent Maier, Congressional Liaison, Office of Public Affairs
·         Dana Barton, Chief, Superfund California Cleanup Section
·         John Lyons, Associate Director, Superfund California Cleanup Branch
·         Cynthia Wetmore, Engineer, Superfund Technical Support Section
·         David Yogi, Chief, Superfund Community Involvement Section
·         Yolanda Sanchez, Community Involvement Coordinator, Superfund Community Involvement Section
·         Steven Leonido-John, Director, Los Angeles Field Office
·         Nahal Mogharabi, Press Officer, Los Angeles Field Office


I have set up a conference line for us to use for this discussion and am providing both the call-in number and access code to
 join the call.
 
Dial-In Number: (866) 299-3188 
 
Conference Code: 4159721596#
 
Leader PIN: 1015 (for use only by Brent Maier to initiate the call)
 
Links to EPA Websites for Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites:
 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dec8ba3252368428825742600743733/b7db9903773ec74188257007005e93ed 
 (Montrose)
 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/webdisplay/oid-c2a478a3bc8367768825660b007ee649?OpenDocument   (Del
 Amo)
 
Brent Maier
Congressional Liaison
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne St. (OPA-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
Ph: 415.947.4256
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=E76E4ECAF6FA4583AEB45E02C8430E35-BMAIER

mailto:yvette_martinez@boxer.senate.gov

mailto:maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov

mailto:hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov

mailto:sabiha_khan@feinstein.senate.gov

mailto:Yogi.David@epa.gov

mailto:Barton.Dana@epa.gov

mailto:Lyons.John@epa.gov

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov

mailto:Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov

mailto:MOGHARABI.NAHAL@EPA.GOV

mailto:Leonido-John.Steven@epa.gov

mailto:Keener.Bill@epa.gov

http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/3dec8ba3252368428825742600743733/b7db9903773ec74188257007005e93ed

http://yosemite.epa.gov/r9/sfund/r9sfdocw.nsf/webdisplay/oid-c2a478a3bc8367768825660b007ee649?OpenDocument
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Request for Indoor Air Sampling
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is working to ad-
dress concerns raised by the community for the potential volatiliza-
tion (evaporation) of contaminants from groundwater moving into 
indoor air, a process called vapor intrusion. As a result of a series of 
meetings between EPA, the California Department of Toxic Sub-
stances Control (DTSC), the Del Amo Action Committee and com-
munity members, and their independent technical advisor, 
Dr. James Wells, we are moving forward to find 
out if vapor intrusion is occurring. 



We are requesting permission 
from residents in specific areas 
of the Harbor Gateway neigh-
borhood to collect indoor air 
samples in 2015. There is no 
cost to owners or tenants for 
this sampling. The sampling 
will be used to find out if there 
is a buildup in homes of the 
contaminant trichloroethylene 
(TCE) and other volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), through 
vapor intrusion, from the Mon-
trose and Del Amo Superfund 
sites (Sites). 



U . S .  E N v I R O N M E N T A L  P R O T E C T I O N  A G E N C y 



For More Information about the 
Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites



Figure 1: Vapor intrusion is a 
process where vapors from under-
ground contamination migrate 
into the indoor air of overlying 
structures, such as homes or com-
mercial buildings. 



EPA Contact Information



Alejandro Díaz
EPA Community  
Involvement Coordinator
(415) 972-3242
diaz.alejandro@epa.gov



Yarissa Martínez
EPA Project Manager
(213) 244-1806
martinez.yarissa@epa.gov



EPA Websites



www.epa.gov/region09/montrose
www.epa.gov/region09/delamo



During the sampling, EPA 
will be hosting informal 
“office hours” at a mobile 
site located on the corner 
of 204th St. and Budlong 
Ave. EPA officials will be 
available to answer ques-
tions, make appointments to 
discuss sampling and collect 
access agreements.



Temporary EPA On-Site Office



Dates and times will be pub-
lished on the EPA Del Amo 
and Montrose websites.



James Wells, Ph.D., P.G.
TASC Technical Advisor
(805) 880-9300
jwells@everettassociates.net











How Does EPA Do Sampling?
Sampling usually requires two 30-minute home visits. During the first 
visit, EPA will explain how household products and everyday activities 
(like using your heater or opening windows) can affect indoor air qual-
ity. EPA will place 1-2 small air samplers in the breathing 
zone (3-6 feet above the floor) to collect the samples in the 
house. Other samplers may be placed in the crawl space 
beneath the home and in the outdoors. If the home does 
not have a crawl space, EPA may request specific per-
mission to drill a pencil-sized hole in the floor to take 
samples underneath the home. During the second visit, 
EPA picks up the samplers, and then sends them to an 
EPA-approved lab for analysis. In four to five weeks, 
EPA will contact the residents and/or landowners with 
the results, and discuss any potential follow-up steps.



VOCs and Vapor Intrusion
TCE, benzene, and monochlorobenzene are types of VOCs 
found at the Sites that can move as vapors from the groundwater 
through soil under certain conditions. These underground VOCs 
are a product of contamination from the Sites, as well as from the 
past activities of several companies that once operated in the area 
northwest of the Sites. Since the 1990s, the companies responsible 
for the pollution have worked to develop and construct a treat-
ment system to clean up and contain contaminated groundwater. 
As part of this effort, a groundwater treatment system (located on 
Normandie Avenue at West 204th St.) was built and is scheduled 
to be operational in 2015.



Why Are You Sampling Now?
If vapors move under a building, it is possible for them to pass 
through cracks and other openings in the foundation and enter 
the indoor air (see Figure 1). If this happens at high enough levels, 
it may create a health risk for those breathing indoor air. Recent 
scientific studies for TCE have led EPA to take more protective 
measures to test for and minimize the risk of vapor intrusion. 



Furthermore, EPA has learned vapor intrusion levels can vary 
throughout the year, and that the most accurate time to mea-
sure the greatest potential for VOC buildup is during the winter 
months. Based on these developments, EPA has decided to evalu-
ate homes in the Harbor Gateway community for vapor intrusion. 



As such, EPA is asking residents for permission to sample 
indoor air in homes in February 2015 to confirm that EPA’s 
new, lower standards for TCE and VOCs exposure are not 
being exceeded.



How Can I Sign Up?
EPA has prioritized two residential sampling areas for the vapor 
intrusion investigation. If you live outside the residential sampling 
areas and are interested in participating, please contact EPA. Out-
side these areas, EPA may sample as resources allow. 



Please check to see if you are within the project area on the map 
above. If so, please contact EPA representatives Yarissa or Ale-
jandro (contact information on opposite side) to schedule an ap-
pointment. Before EPA can take any samples, we need written 
permission from the property owner and the resident.



Figure 2: Sampling Areas
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What is DNAPL?
Dense Non-Aqueous Phase liquid is 
a technical way of describing pock-
ets of pure contaminants within 
soil and groundwater. 



Montrose Superfund Site
Los Angeles, California



U . S .  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  P r o t e c t i o n  A g e n c y   $   R e g i o n  9   $   S a n  F r a n c i s c o ,  C A   $   S e p t e m b e r  2 0 1 4



EPA Requests Comments on  
Proposed DNAPL Cleanup Plan



1This Proposed Plan is being issued pursuant to CERCLA §117(a), 42 U.S.C. §9617(a), and the National Contingency Plan §300.430(f )(3), 40 C.F.R. §300.430(f )(3).



EPA



The United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is seeking public comments 
on this Proposed Plan for cleanup of dense 
non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL) at 
the Montrose Superfund Site. The DNAPL 
operable unit (OU) is one of seven OUs at 
the Montrose Superfund Site. This Proposed 
Plan presents the remedial actions designed 



Public Comment Period 



September 8th – February 13th, 2015
The EPA is interested in hearing from the public, and will accept public comments 
from early September to late November. EPA invites you to a Community Meeting 
where you can hear a presentation discussing the Proposed Plan and offer your oral 
and written comments. EPA will consider these comments and respond to them 
when selecting a remedy. EPA will document the comments and responses in a sec-
tion of the final decision document, called the Record of Decision (ROD). There are 
several ways for the public to provide comments (written, oral, email or faxed com-
ments). This information is listed on page 15.



Public Comment Meeting
Saturday, November 8, 2014 



10 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.



Holiday Inn Torrance, 19800 Vermont Ave, Torrance, California 



to address DNAPL residing in soil and 
groundwater beneath the Montrose Superfund 
Site. These remedial actions will complement 
the groundwater cleanup action that was 
selected in 1999, because DNAPL acts as a 
source to groundwater contamination, and 
cleanup of this source will help ensure the 
groundwater remedy is successful. 



EPA, as the lead agency for this cleanup, has 
prepared this Proposed Plan in consultation 
with the support agency, California Depart-
ment of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 
and other stakeholders. 



This Proposed Plan summarizes key infor-
mation and results from EPA’s Remedial 
Investigation and Feasibility Study reports. 
The EPA’s preferred method for address-
ing the contaminants and an analysis of 
all cleanup alternatives are described in 
this Plan. Although EPA has identified a 
preferred alternative, EPA will not make 
a final decision until all the comments 
are considered. The public is encouraged 
to provide comments on any or all of the 
alternatives. For more detailed information, 
please see the Feasibility Study report, and 
other reports and documents within the ad-
ministrative record, available at the locations 
specified on the back page.



EPA’s primary objective for this Plan is to 
protect human health and the environ-
ment from contaminants found in DNAPL 
beneath the Montrose Superfund Site1.



Public  Comment Period Extended until Feb 13th, 2015











2 Montrose Superfund Site



Site Background
Montrose Chemical Corporation of California (Montrose) manu-
factured the technical grade of the pesticide dichlorodiphenyl-
trichloroethane (DDT) from 1947 until 1982 at a 13-acre plant 
located at 20201 Normandie Avenue, in Los Angeles, near the City 
of Torrance, California (see Figure 1). 



The plant was dismantled and demolished by 1983, and the plant 
property was graded and covered with an asphalt cap. In its 35 years 
of operation, the Montrose plant released hazardous substances into 
the surrounding environment, including surface soil, groundwater, 
stormwater drainage ditches, sanitary sewers, and ultimately the 
Pacific Ocean.



Contaminants used at the plant entered the ground within the 
former Montrose plant property (“Montrose Property”) through 
leaks from valves and clogged lines, and other elements of the DDT 
manufacturing process. Chlorobenzene, which is a colorless, flam-
mable liquid and a common solvent, was one of the most widely 
encountered contaminants resulting from the plant operation.



Soil beneath the Montrose Property is also contaminated with 
DDT, which is a crystalline solid and not soluble in water. DDT 
sticks to soil particles and does not mix and/or travel with ground-
water. Therefore, DDT by itself does not cause contamination of 



groundwater. However, DDT is soluble in chlorobenzene. At this 
site DDT dissolved in chlorobenzene, and formed a liquid mixture 
consisting of about 50 percent DDT and 50 percent chlorobenzene. 
This mixture is referred to as “Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid,” 
or “DNAPL.” DNAPL contamination occurs in soil and groundwa-
ter beneath the Montrose Property. When DNAPL comes into con-
tact with groundwater, chlorobenzene dissolves from the DNAPL. 
At the Montrose Superfund Site, the chlorobenzene has formed a 
groundwater plume that extends more than 1.5 miles downstream 
of the Montrose Property. 



Figure 1. Former Montrose Plant Property



On- and Near-Property Soils OU: 
includes contamination in shallow soils 
and soil vapors that are present on and 
near the Montrose Property as a result of 
past activities there. For this OU, a hu-
man health risk assessment and feasibility 
study are currently being prepared.



Current Stormwater Pathway OU 
– Torrance Lateral to Consolidated 
Strip: includes locations where rainfall 
runoff may have carried contaminants 
from the Montrose Property. 



Dual Site Groundwater OU: addresses 
groundwater contamination from both 
the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund 
Sites. The selected remedy for this OU 
includes extraction and treatment of con-
taminated groundwater, and reinjection 
of treated water back into groundwater 
aquifers. Construction activities for the 
treatment system started in March 2013, 



and are expected to be completed by the end 
of 2014. Once operational, the system will 
extract up to 700 gallons of water per min-
ute, and inject cleaned treated water back 
into the ground. Because the DNAPL at the 
Montrose property is a source of groundwa-
ter contamination, the groundwater ROD 
requires removal of the DNAPL source to 
the extent practicable. 



DNAPL OU: addresses the DNAPL source 
at the Montrose Property and is the subject 
of this Proposed Plan. 



Historic Stormwater Pathway – Neigh-
borhood OU: includes the Kenwood 
Avenue neighborhood, where EPA com-
pleted removal actions in 2002 and 2008 to 
address Montrose-related contamination.



Palos Verdes Shelf OU: includes con-
tamination on the ocean floor off the Palos 
Verdes Peninsula.



Historic Stormwater Pathway – 
Royal Boulevard OU: includes por-
tions of eight industrial and residential 
properties along Torrance Boulevard and 
Royal Boulevard, where runoff from the 
Montrose Property transported contami-
nants into the storm drainage channel. 



Jones Chemicals OU: addresses con-
tamination at the JCI Jones Chemicals, 
Inc. (Jones) property, which is immedi-
ately adjacent to the Montrose Property. 
Jones manufactures, stores, repack-
ages, and distributes water treatment 
chemicals and other chemicals used by 
municipalities, the public, and industry. 
A variety of chlorinated solvents have 
been identified in the subsurface at the 
Jones property. A remedial investigation 
is currently underway.



Montrose Superfund Site Operable Units
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The Del Amo Superfund Site, which 
includes the former site of a 280-acre 
synthetic rubber manufacturing plant, is 
located east of the Montrose Superfund Site 
(see Figure 2). During operations, chemi-
cals such as benzene were released into soil 
and groundwater beneath the plant. The 
chlorobenzene plume from the Montrose 
Superfund Site is mixed with the benzene 
plume originating at the Del Amo Super-
fund Site. 



EPA listed the Montrose Site on the 
Superfund National Priorities List (NPL) 
in 1989. In order to organize the investiga-
tion and cleanup activities, EPA divided the 
Montrose Superfund Site into several parts, 
which are called “Operable Units” (OUs). 
The OU that addresses the DNAPL source, 
as well as adjacent OUs for soil and ground-
water at the Montrose Superfund Site, are 
briefly described on the opposite page. 



Figure 2 shows the main areas of the 
Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites. As 
mentioned above, the DNAPL remedy will 
complement the Groundwater remedy from 
both Sites by removing DNAPL that serves 
as a source of groundwater contamination. 



Site Characteristics
Current Land Use
The Montrose Property was regraded and 
capped with asphalt by Montrose in 1985. 
Within the property boundary, two large 
raised building pads and a total of six 
temporary soil and debris containment cells 
were constructed by EPA to temporarily 
store contaminated soils excavated from 
Kenwood Avenue (the Historic Stormwater 
Pathway-Neighborhood OU). In addi-
tion, Montrose is currently constructing 
the groundwater treatment facility for the 
Groundwater OU for both Sites at the 
Montrose Property. Extensive dust monitor-
ing is being performed during construc-
tion activities to ensure public health and 
construction worker safety. 



A 2004 study conducted by EPA concluded that the most likely reuse scenario for the Mon-
trose Property would be industrial land use. The adjacent properties are also zoned industrial 
and commercial. Land use south and southeast of the Montrose Property is mixed manufac-
turing, commercial, and residential.



Although the State of California designates all of the water-bearing units beneath the 
Montrose property as having potential potable beneficial use, there are currently no known 
municipal or private potable production wells in use within the area of DNAPL distribu-
tion and/or dissolved groundwater contamination at the Montrose Superfund Site. The 
nearest municipal supply wells are located more than 2 miles from the Montrose Property, 
and about 0.5 to 1 mile southeast from the furthest extent of groundwater contamination 
related to the Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites.



Figure 2. Main Areas of the Dual Site Groundwater Contamination
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Approximate extent of 
Dual Site Groundwater Contamination
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4 Montrose Superfund Site



Site Contamination 
The remedial actions described in this Proposed Plan are focused on 
the DNAPL source. DNAPL has a density higher than water, so it 
sinks when put into water. As mentioned above, DNAPL at the Site 
consists of about 50 percent DDT and 50 percent chlorobenzene. 
Chlorobenzene is a volatile organic compound (VOC) that can 
volatilize (that is, can be emitted as gas) from solids or liquids into 
the atmosphere and cause vapor intrusion (VI). It is also soluble in 
water. In contact with groundwater, chlorobenzene dissolves from 
DNAPL and forms a plume of contaminated groundwater referred 
to as the “chlorobenzene plume.” This dissolved clorobenzene plume 
is being addressed by the Dual Site Groundwater remedy. The 
potential VI from the DNAPL source and dissolved chlorobenzene 
plume is being currently evaluated by EPA. 



DDT is not volatile and not soluble in water. Because it is not 
volatile, DDT does not pose a risk of VI. Also, as mentioned above, 
DDT sticks to soil particles and does not mix and/or travel with 
groundwater; therefore, the chlorobenzene plume includes little to 
no DDT.



Beneath the Montrose Property, DNAPL is found at depths ranging 
from 7 to 101.5 feet below ground surface (bgs). Depth to ground-
water in this area is about 40 to 60 feet bgs. DNAPL, therefore, 
occurs in both the unsaturated zone (soils above groundwater) and 
the saturated zone (soils at the groundwater level). Site soils, in both 
the unsaturated and saturated zones, are composed of discontinuous 
layers of silt, sand, and clays. 



Pools of DNAPL are perched on top of less-penetrable soils such 
as silt, and clay. Figure 3 is a diagram of typical vertical DNAPL 
distribution at a site like Montrose. 



The full extent of DNAPL at the Site occurs beneath (and within 
the horizontal boundaries of ) the Montrose Property, and well 
within the TI Waiver Zone established by EPA (see box above). 



The estimated lateral extent of DNAPL, known as the “entire treat-
ment area,” is about 160,000 square feet (ft2) (see Figure 5).



Mobile Vs. Residual DNAPL
DNAPL at the Montrose Property occurs in both “mobile” and 
“residual” forms. Mobile DNAPL is a continuous mass of DNAPL 
that can flow with groundwater and/or sink under gravitational 
forces. 



Residual DNAPL is trapped in the pore spaces of soil particles and 
cannot move laterally and/or vertically under natural conditions (see 
Figure 4).



Mobile DNAPL is present beneath the Montrose Property within a 
much smaller area of approximately 26,000 ft2. This area is known as 
the “focused treatment area” and was estimated based on the known 
occurrence of mobile DNAPL in wells in the source area and mea-
sured DNAPL concentrations above 53,000 milligrams per kilogram 
(mg/kg), which was determined to be a threshold, above which 
DNAPL was considered to be mobile. The area of mobile DNAPL is 
shown in Figure 5. 



The extent of mobile DNAPL may be further refined, if needed, 
during the remedial design and remedial action phases of work, with 
input from the State. 



What is a TI Waiver Zone?
The groundwater remedy includes long-term hydraulic 
containment of the DNAPL-contaminated area and a 
buffer around this area referred to as the “Technical Im-
practicability (TI) Waiver Zone.” The TI Waiver Zone was 
established because, as documented in the groundwa-
ter ROD, EPA determined that removal of all DNAPL was 
not practicable, given current technologies. This area will 
be evaluated for protection again in 2015.



Figure 3. Sample Diagram of Vertical DNAPL Distribution



Figure 4. Mobile vs. Residual DNAPL
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Summary of Risk and Basis for Action 
Based on the land and groundwater uses described above, the DNAPL at the Montrose 
Superfund Site does not currently pose an exposure risk to human or ecological receptors. 
However, DNAPL is the principal threat at the Montrose Superfund Site, because it con-
tinues to dissolve into the groundwater, and serves as a long-term source of chlorobenzene 
and, to a lesser degree, other contaminants to groundwater and soil vapor. 



The Groundwater remedy for both Sites is designed to hydraulically contain and remedi-
ate the dissolved plume coming from the DNAPL source, and also hydraulically contain 
the TI Waiver Zone that surrounds DNAPL. Residual DNAPL is trapped in pore spaces 
between soil particles within the TI Waiver Zone and cannot migrate in the subsurface 
outside this zone under natural conditions. However, mobile DNAPL that is present at the 
former Montrose Plant Property remains a threat to groundwater and soil vapor, because it 
is capable of continued vertical and/or lateral migration outside the TI Waiver Zone. This 
potential migration of mobile DNAPL may result in failure of the Groundwater remedy. 
Removing mobile DNAPL, therefore, is a critical component in preserving the groundwater 
resource and ensuring protection of human health and the environment. 



It is EPA’s current judgment that the Preferred Alternative identified in this Proposed Plan, 
or one of the other active measures considered in the Proposed Plan, is necessary to protect 
public health or the welfare of the environment from actual or threatened releases of haz-
ardous substances into the environment. The Preferred Alternative is focused on prevent-
ing uncontrolled migration and the spread of mobile DNAPL to ensure (1) protection of 
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Figure 5. Estimated Extent of Mobile DNAPL



Remediation 
Objectives
The remediation objectives for the 
DNAPL remedy are as follows:



Prevent human exposure to •	
DNAPL (via ingestion, inhala-
tion, or dermal contact) that 
would pose an unacceptable 
health risk to on or off property 
receptors under industrial land 
uses of the Montrose Property 
and adjacent properties.
To the extent practicable, •	
limit uncontrolled lateral and 
vertical migration of mobile 
DNAPL under industrial land 
use and hydraulic conditions in 
groundwater.
Increase the probability of •	
achieving and maintaining 
containment of dissolved-phase 
contamination to the extent 
practicable, as required by the 
existing groundwater ROD, for 
the time period that such con-
tainment remains necessary.
Reduce mobile DNAPL mass to •	
the extent practicable.
To the extent practicable, •	
reduce the potential for 
recontamination of aquifers 
that have been restored by the 
groundwater remedial actions, 
as required by the groundwater 
ROD, in the event containment 
should fail.
To the extent practicable, •	
reduce the dissolved-phase 
concentrations within the con-
tainment zone over time.



human health and the environment, and (2) 
the success of the groundwater remedy at 
the Montrose Superfund Site. 



The objectives, methods, and technologies 
that are planned to accomplish these goals 
are discussed next.
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Remediation 
Alternatives
Table 1 lists the alternatives and shows the 
technologies that were used to assemble 
each alternative. 



The primary technologies used to assemble 
active remediation alternatives are:



Institutional Controls•	
Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)•	
Hydraulic Displacement•	
In-Situ Soil Heating, including:•	



Steam Injection −
Electrical Resistance Heating (ERH) −



An overview of these technologies is pro-
vided after Table 1, followed by detailed 
descriptions of the nine remediation alterna-
tives (Alternatives 1 through 6B).



ALTERNATIVE 1: No Action 
Superfund regulations require that the “no 
action” alternative be evaluated in order to 
establish a baseline for comparison. Under 
this alternative, EPA would take no action 
to reduce DNAPL mass or mobility or to 
comply with the remediation objectives, 
other than those actions required by the 
groundwater and soil remedies. 



ALTERNATIVE 2:  
Institutional Controls
Includes the following:



A land use covenant would be established •	
to prevent access to DNAPL-impacted 
soils and groundwater and to restrict 
future activities at the Montrose property 
for industrial use only. These land use 
and access restrictions would continue 
and be monitored as part of a formal site 
inspection and maintenance program. 
Institutional controls for DNAPL would 
be limited to DNAPL-impacted areas 
including the Montrose Property and 
potentially a small portion of the former 
aircraft manufacturing facility property to 
the north. 



Cost $0.2 million  
 (Net Present Value [NPV]) 



ALTERNATIVE 3: Soil Vapor Extraction
Includes the following:



Institutional Controls•	  (see Alternative 2).
Soil Vapor Extraction•	  (SVE) would be implemented to remove and treat VOCs at the 
site. SVE is a remedial technology for removing VOCs, such as chlorobenzene, from 
permeable unsaturated soils (zone above groundwater). VOCs occurring in the unsatu-
rated zone, stuck to soil grains or as a component of DNAPL, will vaporize into soil gas 
(air-filled pore spaces) and can be extracted using SVE. This remedy will not address the 
contamination in the saturated soils. For this alternative, 23 vapor extraction wells would 
be installed throughout the DNAPL-impacted unsaturated zone, and a vacuum would be 
applied to wells to induce soil vapor flow through permeable soil layers into these wells. 
The soil vapors would be extracted from the wells using a vacuum blower and treated 
prior to atmospheric discharge, using one of the following technologies:



Disposable granular activated carbon (GAC)/resin (similar to a home water purifying  −
pitcher)
Steam-regenerable GAC/resin −
Thermal oxidation with acid-gas scrubbing −



Duration 7 years
Cost $4.4 to $4.8 million NPV 



Capital Costs – $1.6 million
O&M Costs – $2.8- $3.2 million (depending on discount rates of 7%  
and 4%, respectively). 



Table 1. Remediation Alternatives 
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1. No Action



2. Institutional Controls X



3. Institutional Controls and Soil Vapor 
Extraction (Unsaturated Zone)



X X



4A. Hydraulic Displacement with Untreated 
Water Injection



X X X



4B. Hydraulic Displacement with Treated 
Water Injection



X X X



5A. Steam Injection, Focused Treatment 
Area



X X X



5B. Steam Injection, Entire Treatment Area X X X



6A. Electrical Resistance Heating, Focused 
Treatment Area*



X X X



6B. Electrical Resistance Heating, Entire 
Treatment Area



X X X



  EPA’s preferred alternative
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What is In-Situ Soil Heating? 
Heating the soil in order 
to volatilize (vaporize) the 
contamination, then capturing 
and treating the vapors in a soil 
vapor extraction system.



Vapors will be treated using 
vapor treatment options 
described in the SVE section.



At a Glance:
Removes large amount of •	
contamination
Requires large use of electricity•	
Handles contaminated vapors •	
above ground
Intrusive •	



What is Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)?
Removes chemicals in the form of vapors by vacuuming vapors out of soil, and treating them  



by an air treatment technology onsite.  Final air emissions meet air pollution regulations. 



Vapor Treatment Options (Typical, not all options apply to this Plan)



At a Glance:
Used since the 1970’s •	
Best uses for removing •	
chemicals that evaporate 
easily (VOC’s)  
Cost effective  •	



Adsorption
Adsorbent material like carbon and 
polymer resin adsorbs contaminants.



Condensation
Vapors are cooled until contaminants 
become liquid and are removed.



Thermal Oxidation
High heat (1400-1800⁰F) is used to 
destroy vapor contaminants.



What is Hydraulic Displacement? 
Simultaneous extraction and injection of groundwater to mobilize DNAPL 
toward extraction wells. Extracted groundwater is separated from DNAPL 
and treated before reinjection (treatment is not included for Alternative 4a).



At a Glance:
Removes moderate amount of contamination•	
Moderately intrusive•	



What are Institutional Controls?
Legal and administrative controls applied to properties to minimize the potential for  



human exposure to contamination left on a property or to protect the remedy in place.



Land Use Covenant
Will prevent access to DNAPL-impacted soils and groundwater, and restrict future activities at the Montrose property for  
industrial use only. The effectiveness of the institutional controls will be monitored.



A Description of Potential Technologies
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ALTERNATIVE 4A: Hydraulic Displacement 
with Untreated Water Injection 
Includes the following: 



Institutional Controls•	  (see Alternative 2).
SVE•	  (see Alternative 3).
Hydraulic Displacement (HD)•	  with untreated water injection 
would be implemented over a focused treatment area to remove 
mobile DNAPL. The HD system includes extraction and injec-
tion of groundwater at the same time to help control water flow 
and move DNAPL pools toward extraction wells. The HD system 
requires installation of extraction wells throughout the DNAPL-
impacted zone and simultaneous pumping of groundwater and 
DNAPL. The extracted DNAPL/groundwater would be separat-
ed. DNAPL would be disposed off-site and groundwater would 
be reinjected. The HD system would include 23 extraction wells 
and 46 injection wells positioned in a five-spot type pattern using 
50-foot well spacing, with four extraction wells surrounding one 
injection well. Injection wells would additionally be positioned 
around the perimeter of the treatment area to move mobile 
DNAPL inward, toward the recovery wells. Five additional 
containment wells will be located on the downgradient side of the 
DNAPL extent to hydraulically contain displaced groundwater. 
Dissolved-phase contaminants present in extracted groundwater 
would not be removed prior to reinjection. A combined ground-
water extraction and reinjection rate of approximately 150 gallons 
per minute (gpm) is expected to be achieved under this alterna-
tive. DNAPL accumulated in the extraction wells will be removed 
using low-flow pneumatic bladder pumps and combined with 
DNAPL recovered in groundwater from the gravity separator. 
Separated DNAPL would be transferred to the collection tank for 
offsite disposal; separated groundwater would be transferred for 
subsequent filtration and reinjection. 



Duration 8 years
Cost $11.0 to $12.2 million NPV 



Capital Costs – $5.2-$5.5 million,
O&M Costs – $5.8- $6.7 million (depending on dis-
count rates of 7% and 4%, respectively). 



ALTERNATIVE 4B: Hydraulic Displacement 
with Treated Water Injection
Includes the following: 



Institutional Controls•	  (see Alternative 2).
SVE•	  (see Alternative 3).
HD with treated water injection•	  would be carried out over 
a focused treatment area similar to Alternative 4A, with the 
exception that groundwater would be treated before reinjection. 
After DNAPL separation, the extracted groundwater would be 
filtered and treated onsite using a combination of liquid-phase 
GAC to remove chlorobenzene and other VOCs by adsorption, 
and HiPOx advanced oxidation technology to destroy pCBSA 
(parachlorobenzene sulfonic acid) through oxidation processes. 
The effectiveness of these two technologies in treating the primary 
dissolved contaminants has been demonstrated by pilot testing. 



Duration 8 years
Cost $18.0 to $20.1 million NPV 



Capital Costs – $6.0 -$6.4 million,
O&M Costs – $12.0 - $13.7 million (depending on 
discount rates of 7% and 4%, respectively)



ALTERNATIVE 5A: Steam Injection,  
Focused Treatment Area 
Includes the following: 



Institutional Controls•	  (see Alternative 2).
SVE •	 (see Alternative 3).
Steam injection over a focused treatment area•	  would be carried 
out to remove mobile DNAPL. Under this alternative, pressur-
ized steam is injected below the surface using a gas-fired steam 
generator to vaporize contaminants from DNAPL. The vacuum 
blowers will then be used to collect the vapors from the subsur-
face into SVE recovery wells. The steam can additionally displace 
or flush DNAPL toward recovery wells. The increased heat will 
also cause a decrease in the DNAPL viscosity and interfacial 
tension (that is, make it more liquid), thereby increasing the 
mobility of DNAPL. Steam injection and multiphase extraction 
wells (groundwater, DNAPL, and soil vapors) would be installed 
throughout the focused treatment area in either a five-spot or 
seven-spot pattern. Wells would be spaced approximately 42 feet 
apart in a five-spot pattern, with a total of 14 steam injection 
wells and 27 multiphase extraction wells. 
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EPA’s Preferred Alternative
To address the potential risk of downward DNAPL movement 
posed by a steam injection, a technology referred to as “hot floor” 
would be used. The hot floor technology involves heating the lay-
er beneath the known depth of DNAPL occurrence. This creates 
a heat barrier at the base of the DNAPL treatment zone, which 
helps prevent vertical movement of DNAPL. Steam and heated 
soil vapors would be pulled from below the surface and treated 
onsite using steam-regenerable carbon/resin. Extracted ground-
water would be treated by a combination of GAC to remove 
chlorobenzene and other VOCs, and HiPOx to destroy pCBSA 
through a chemical oxidation process. Treated groundwater will 
be piped to the treatment system for Dual Site Groundwater for 
subsequent reinjection. 



Duration 4 to 7 years
Cost $ 22.3 million to $ 32.4 million NPV 



Capital Costs – $12.0 - $12.7 million,
O&M Costs – $10.3 - $19.7 million (depending on 
discount rates of 4% and 7% and assumptions related to 
the energy demand).



ALTERNATIVE 5B: Steam Injection,  
Entire Treatment Area
Includes the following: 



Institutional Controls•	  (see Alternative 2).
SVE •	 (see Alternative 3).
Steam injection over the entire treatment area•	  (160,000 ft2) 
would be implemented in the same manner as described for the 
focused treatment area (Alternative 5A), except that the target 
treatment volume would be considerably larger. This alternative 
would treat areas containing both mobile and residual DNAPL. 
Because the proposed steam treatment area is large and the 
volume of contamination is significantly greater than for Alterna-
tive 5A, a pilot test would be run in advance of full-scale steam 
injection to confirm design details required to install and operate 
a full-scale system. Steam injection and multiphase (groundwater 
and soil vapors) extraction wells would be installed throughout 
the entire DNAPL-impacted area using the same well pattern 
and spacing indicated for the focused treatment area. Assuming 
a five-spot pattern with 42-foot well spacing, a total of 61 steam 
injection and 53 multiphase extraction wells would be required. 
A “hot floor” also would be implemented for this alternative. 



Duration 7 to 9 years
Cost $ 50.8 million to $ 84.0 million NPV 



Capital Costs – $23.5 - $26.1 million,
O&M Costs – $27.3 - $57.9 million (depending on 
discount rates of 4% and 7% and assumptions related to 
the energy demand). 



ALTERNATIVE 6A: Electrical Resistance 
Heating, Focused Treatment Area
Includes the following: 



Institutional Controls•	  (see Alternative 2).
SVE•	  (see Alternative 3).
Electrical Resistance Heating (ERH)•	  over a focused treat-
ment area would be implemented for vaporizing DNAPL. 
This would be done by installing electrodes throughout the 
treatment zone and transmitting an electric current between 
them to heat the soil by electrical resistance. The ERH process 
would remove chlorobenzene from the DNAPL by vapor-
izing it. The vapors generated by this process would then be 
recovered by SVE wells for above-ground vapor treatment. 
The DDT component of DNAPL will then precipitate out 
of DNAPL and will remain immobile and adsorbed to soil 
particles at depths exceeding 40 to 60 feet bgs. As discussed 
above, DDT is not soluble in water and will “stick” to soils 
deep below the surface and will therefore be immobilized. 
Therefore, DDT does not pose a risk to groundwater resources 
and/or human health and the environment. A total of 102 
ERH electrodes for heating the subsurface and 66 multiphase 
extraction wells for removing DNAPL vapors and contami-
nated groundwater would be required for this alternative. Each 
location will include multiple electrode segments stacked in 
a common hole to allow heating at the bottom of the treat-
ment zone, and then gradually heating upper intervals. This 
“bottom up” heating approach is similar to conditions in the 
“hot floor” methodology integrated into the steam injection 
alternatives; creating a heated soil barrier at the bottom of the 
DNAPL treatment zone to prevent DNAPL from moving into 
deeper zones. Heated soil vapors would be extracted from the 
multiphase extraction wells for onsite treatment using a regen-
erable carbon/resin system. Groundwater extracted from the 
multiphase extraction wells would be treated by a combina-
tion of GAC to remove chlorobenzene and other VOCs, and 
HiPOx to destroy pCBSA by oxidation. Treated groundwater 
would be transferred to the treatment system for the Dual Site 
Groundwater for reinjection. (A sample diagram of the ERH 
system is provided in Figure 7 on page 16). 



Duration 4 to 7 years 
Cost $ 18.6 million to $ 25.0 million NPV 



Capital Costs – $10.2 - $10.8 million,
O&M Costs – $8.4 - $14.2 million (depending on 
discount rates of 4% and 7% and assumptions related 
to the energy demand).











10 Montrose Superfund Site



ALTERNATIVE 6B: Electrical Resistance Heating, 
Entire Treatment Area 
Includes the following: 



Institutional Controls•	  (see Alternative 2).
SVE•	  (see Alternative 3).
ERH over the entire treatment area•	  of 160,000 ft2 would be imple-
mented to vaporize DNAPL in the same manner as described for the 
focused treatment area (Alternative 6A), except that the target treat-
ment volume would be considerably larger. This alternative would 
treat areas containing both mobile and residual DNAPL. Because 
the proposed thermal treatment area and volume are significant, a 
pilot test would be implemented in advance of full-scale ERH to 
confirm design parameters and assumptions. A total of 456 ERH 
electrodes and 203 multiphase extraction wells would be installed for 
thermal treatment of the entire DNAPL-impacted area. 



Duration 7 to 9 years 
Cost $46.2 million to $69.5 million NPV 



Capital Costs – $24.7 - $27.3 million,
O&M Costs – $21.5 - $42.2 million (depending on dis-
count rates of 4% and 7% and assumptions related to the 
energy demand).



Nine Criteria Evaluation
The nine criteria used in EPA’s evaluation process are presented in 
Figure 6. A comparison of the active remediation alternatives (4A, 4B, 
5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) is provided in Table 2. All active remedial alterna-
tives are also compared to Alternative 1 (No Action) as required by the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) law. Alternatives 2 and 3 are not included in this 
evaluation because they do not include reduction of mobile DNAPL in 
the saturated zone and, therefore, do not meet the required threshold 
criteria for protection of human health and the environment. 



Overall Protection of Human Health and  
the Environment
Alternative 1 (No Action) is not protective of human health and the 
environment. All six active alternatives listed in Table 2 (4A through 
6B) will be protective of human health and the environment. 



Figure 6. EPA’s Nine Criteria Evaluation Process DNAPL area on the Former Montrose Property
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standards. However, Alternative 4A entails the reinjection of un-
treated groundwater, and will not meet State and Federal maximum 
contaminant levels for water, which are the ARARs for reinjection, 
as described in the 1999 ROD requirement. The other five alterna-
tives (4B, 5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) comply with all ARARs. 



Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence
The long-term effectiveness of the candidate alternatives is deter-
mined by their ability to reduce mobile DNAPL mass, ensure that 
mobile DNAPL does not migrate laterally and vertically outside 
the TI Waiver Zone, and increase the certainty of the success of the 
groundwater remedy. Alternative 1 (No Action) is not an effective 
remedy, in the short term or the long term, and therefore does not 
comply with this criterion. The long-term effectiveness of thermal 
alternatives (5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) is greater than that for the HD 
alternatives (4A and 4B), because the thermal alternatives are more 
effective in removing mobile DNAPL. 



Thermal treatment is the most appropriate and aggressive approach 
for DNAPL removal beneath the Montrose Property, because the 
effectiveness of thermal treatment does not depend on soil charac-
teristics and/or distribution of DNAPL below the surface. Thermal 
treatment can reach DNAPL that occurs in coarse-grained soils 
such as sand, as well as in fine-grained soils such as silts and clays. 
In comparison, the effectiveness of HD is severely impacted by 
the low-permeability layers of silt and clay beneath the Montrose 
property. HD can only reach DNAPL in the most permeable sandy 
layers, but will likely fail to reach it in less-permeable silts and clays. 



Therefore, HD is far less effective in conditions like those beneath 
the Montrose property, where DNAPL lies in various/diverse soil 
types, including fine-grained silts and clays, and so are ranked “par-
tially effective” (see Table 2). 



While more aggressive thermal Alternatives 5B and 6B would 
remove the greatest mobile and residual DNAPL mass, even these 
alternatives cannot remove all DNAPL and/or sufficient DNAPL 
mass to meaningfully reduce the time required for long-term 
hydraulic containment that will be performed as part of the OU-3 
Groundwater remedy. Therefore, treatment of the entire area by 
thermal alternatives (5B and 6B) offers little advantage over the fo-
cused treatment area alternatives (5A and 6A) in terms of the long-
term effectiveness and permanence. Because mobile DNAPL occurs 
within the focused treatment area, Alternatives 5B and 6B are simi-
lar to focused treatment area alternatives 5A and 6A with regard to 
their ability to reduce the mobile DNAPL mass, limit uncontrolled 
migration of DNAPL, and reduce the possibility of recontamination 
of the groundwater areas outside the TI Waiver Zone. 



Therefore, all four thermal alternatives (5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) are 
ranked “effective” (see Table 2).



Alternatives 4A and 4B protect the environment by removing 
mobile DNAPL mass from the saturated zone by HD, thereby 
reducing the risk of mobile DNAPL migration either laterally or 
downward. Although Alternatives 4A and 4B will not likely be 
able to remove all mobile DNAPL, the mobility of the remaining 
DNAPL will be reduced and less likely to pose a significant threat 
to the environment or a risk of uncontrolled migration under nor-
mal hydrologic conditions. 



Alternatives 5A and 6A protect the environment by removing most 
or all mobile DNAPL and some residual DNAPL mass from the 
saturated zone by thermal treatment. Alternatives 5B and 6B will 
remove all mobile and most residual DNAPL. Thermal alternatives 
(5A through 6B) are more protective of human health and the envi-
ronment because they would remove all mobile DNAPL, and some 
or most of the residual DNAPL from the subsurface. However, each 
of the candidate alternatives can potentially cause adverse migra-
tion of DNAPL during the remedy implementation. The risk of 
adverse migration is slightly higher under thermal alternatives than 
under HD alternatives, but the risks for adverse DNAPL migration 
could be managed and effectively mitigated by using a “hot floor” 
approach for steam injection alternatives, and “bottom up” heating 
for the ERH alternatives. 



Based on the above, all six alternatives were ranked to be equally 
protective of human health and the environment (see Table 2). 



Compliance with ARARs 
Alternative 1 (No Action) does not comply with ARARs. All six 
active alternatives listed in Table 2 (4A through 6B) include SVE 
with ex-situ vapor treatment, which will comply with air emission 
ARARs including the Clean Air Act and South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) Regulations IV, X, XI, XIII, 
and XIV. 



These alternatives will also comply with wastewater discharge 
ARARs under Code of Federal Regulations Title 40 Section 122 
(40 CFR 122) and California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 23 
Chapter 9, which regulate discharge of treated groundwater to the 
storm water system under a Waste Discharge Requirements/NPDES 
permit. Construction activities would also meet the substantive 
storm water protection requirements of State Water Resources Con-
trol Board General Order 2009-009-DWQ. 



Temporary on-Site accumulation of DNAPL would be required for 
alternatives 4A through 6B. The DNAPL is expected to be a haz-
ardous waste and would be managed according to the substantive 
requirements of 22 CCR 66262-268 for hazardous waste manage-
ment and disposal. The aboveground collection tank for DNAPL 
will comply with the hazardous waste storage regulations under 22 
CCR 66262-66265, including the tank design requirements. 



Alternatives 4B through 6B include treatment of the dissolved-phase 
concentrations in groundwater prior to re-injection and would also 
comply with the 1999 Groundwater ROD in-situ groundwater 
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Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and/or 
Volume of Hazardous Constituents  
through Treatment
Alternative 1 (No Action) does not comply with this criterion, 
because it does not reduce the toxicity, volume, and mobility of the 
DNAPL. All active alternatives reduce the toxicity, volume, and 
mobility of the DNAPL through treatment (see Table 2). However, 
HD alternatives (4A and 4B) would remove less chlorobenzene 
mass and would be less effective in reducing DNAPL volume in the 
saturated zone compared to the thermal alternatives. Alternatives 5A 
and 6A are expected to remove mobile and some residual DNAPL, 
so that only immobile DNAPL present below residual saturations 
(i.e., DNAPL that is trapped in pore spaces between soil particles 
as shown in Figure 4) remains below the surface. Since Alternatives 
5B and 6B treat larger volumes, these alternatives would remove 
the greatest volume of mobile and residual DNAPL from below the 
surface, and achieve the greatest volume reduction. 



However, although the potential reduction in DNAPL volume from 
these entire-treatment-area thermal alternatives is the largest, it is 
not significantly greater than the potential volume reduction of mo-
bile DNAPL under the focused-treatment-area alternatives (5A and 
6A). ). This is because most of the DNAPL (including all known 
mobile DNAPL) occurs within the focused treatment area. As a re-
sult, the entire-treatment-area alternatives would likely remove only 
a slightly greater volume of residual DNAPL from the area outside 
the focused treatment area. Additionally, the entire-treatment-area 
alternatives do not eliminate more mobile DNAPL, when compared 
to Alternatives 5A and 6A, because all known mobile DNAPL is 
within the focused treatment area. As a result, all thermal treatment 
alternatives (5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) are ranked similarly “effective” 
(see Table 2). 



Short-Term Effectiveness
As noted above, Alternative 1 (No Action) is not effective and 
therefore does not comply with this criterion. All active alternatives 
(4A, 4B, 5A, 5B, 6A, and 6B) would be “effective” in protecting 
human health and the environment in the short-term (Table 2). 
As discussed above, each of these alternatives can potentially cause 
some unfavorable migration of DNAPL during implementation. 
The risk of unfavorable migration is slightly higher under thermal 
alternatives than HD alternatives, although these risks could be 
managed and effectively mitigated using a “hot floor” approach for 
steam injection alternatives, and “bottom up” heating for the ERH 
alternatives. 



Thermal alternatives for the entire treatment area (Alternatives 
5B and 6B) would also require a large amount of infrastructure 
for subsurface heating, contaminant recovery, and treatment of 
extracted fluids, which increases the potential for upset conditions 
or fugitive emissions to occur in the short-term. While fugitive 
emissions will be mitigated and likely contained by the SVE, this 
would pose increased short-term risks to adjacent property owners, 



including commercial buildings north of the Montrose Property, 
and a chlorine gas plant at Jones. In addition, Alternatives 5B and 
6B have the largest carbon footprints of the remedial alternatives 
and would consume a significant amount of electricity and natural 
gas. Based on the above, Alternatives 5B and 6B were ranked lower 
for short-term effectiveness.



Implementability
Alternative 1 (No Action) is not implementable because it does not 
meet ARARs and other criteria and therefore does not comply with 
this criterion. In light of the ARAR waiver required for Alternative 
4A, there is also a significant uncertainty regarding both acceptance 
and implementation of this alternative based on the administra-
tive challenges, which must be mutually resolved among project 
stakeholders. Based on preliminary feedback from the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), which indicated 
that injection of untreated water is not acceptable, Alternative 4A is 
ranked as “not implementable” (see Table 2). 



Alternative 4B is ranked “implementable.” The implementability of 
HD has already been demonstrated through field pilot testing, and 
the technologies proposed for treating extracted groundwater under 
Alternative 4B have a proven record of success. Furthermore, the ef-
ficacy of water treatment operations proposed for Alternative 4B has 
been demonstrated specifically for groundwater extracted from wells 
at the Montrose Superfund Site. 



Alternative 5A is ranked lower under this criterion than Alterna-
tive 6A, because effective capture of DNAPL vapors during steam 
injection is more difficult to implement than for ERH. This is be-
cause contaminated steam can escape to surface through previously 
drilled borings or wells. The ability to effectively capture DNAPL 
vapors is especially important given the proximity of commercial 
warehouse buildings located north of the Montrose property, 
and an active chlorine gas plant located at Jones. Because of this 
factor and the small number (2) of available commercial provid-
ers capable of providing steam injection services, it is considered 
“moderately implementable.” 



2011 EPA booth at the Del Amo Street Fair
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Table 2. Comparative Analysis of Active Remediation Alternatives



National 
Contingency Plan 
(NCP) Criterion



1 
No 
Action



4A 
Hydraulic 
Displacement 
with Untreated 
Water Injection



4B 
Hydraulic 
Displacement 
with Treated 
Water Injection



5A 
Steam 
Injection, 
Focused 
Treatment Area



5B 
Steam 
Injection, 
Entire 
Treatment Area



6A 
ERH, Focused 
Treatment 
Area (Preferred 
Alternative) 



6B 
ERH, Entire 
Treatment Area



Protective 
of Human 
Health and the 
Environment



Protective Protective Protective Protective Protective Protective



Compliance with 
ARARs



Injection of 
untreated water 
does not meet 
ARARs



Meets ARARs Meets ARARs Meets ARARs Meets ARARs Meets ARARs



Long-Term 
Effectiveness



Partially 
effective in 
removing 
mobile DNAPL



Partially 
effective in 
removing 
mobile DNAPL



Effective Effective Effective Effective



Reduction of 
Toxicity, Mobility, 
and Volume



Removes less 
chlorobenzene 
mass and would 
be less effective 
in reducing 
DNAPL volume



Removes less 
chlorobenzene 
mass and would 
be less effective 
in reducing 
DNAPL volume



Effective Effective Effective Effective



Short-Term 
Effectiveness



Effective Effective Effective – 
has slightly 
higher risk of 
unfavorable 
DNAPL 
migration, but 
it could be 
managed using 
a “hot floor” 



Partially 
Effective – has 
higher risk of 
unfavorable 
DNAPL 
migration, and 
large carbon 
footprint



Effective – 
has slightly 
higher risk of 
unfavorable 
DNAPL 
migration, but 
it could be 
managed using 
“bottom up” 
heating 



Partially 
Effective – has 
higher risk of 
unfavorable 
DNAPL 
migration, and 
large carbon 
footprint



Implementability



Not 
Implementable



Injection of 
untreated water 
does not meet 
ARARs



Implementable Moderately 
Implementable 
– requires 
complex 
infrastructure 
and specialized 
technology 
vendors



Moderately 
Implementable 
– large scale, 
requires 
complex 
infrastructure 
and specialized 
technology 
vendors



Implementable Moderately 
Implementable 
– large scale, 
requires 
complex 
infrastructure 
and specialized 
technology 
vendors



Cost 
($ million NPV)



$0 $11.0-$12.2 $18.0-$20.1 $22.3-$32.4 $50.8-$84.0 $18.6 - $25.0 $46.2-$69.5



Capital Cost $0 $5.2- $5.5 $6.0-$6.4 $12.0-$12.7 $23.5-$26.1 $10.2-$10.8 $24.7-$27.3



O&M Cost $0 $5.8-$6.7 $12.0-$13.7 $10.3-$19.7 $27.3-$57.9 $8.4-$14.2 $21.5-$42.2



State Acceptance DTSC concurs with EPA’s preferred alternative



Public Acceptance Community acceptance of the preferred alternative will be evaluated after the public comment period



Relative Ranking  = Meets Criterion                    =Partially meets criterion                    = Does not meet criterion
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Alternative 6A proposes the use of ERH, which is more frequently used than steam injec-
tion; thus, a broader range of experience and knowledge exists with this heating method. In 
addition, the risks of fugitive emissions are lower under this alternative. ERH is also easier 
to implement because a source of electrical power (two substations) is located adjacent to 
the Montrose Property, and steam boilers are not required for this technology. Therefore, 
this alternative is ranked “implementable.” 



Alternatives 5B and 6B, if implemented, would be some of the largest and most com-
plex thermal remedies ever conducted. A significant amount of infrastructure would be 
required for these entire-treatment-area thermal alternatives, increasing the difficulty of 
implementing the project. In addition, these alternatives pose higher risks of uncontrolled 
DNAPL migration and fugitive emissions, which need to be controlled due to the proxim-
ity of commercial buildings. Because of the installation challenges associated with the 
increased scale and size of the remedy, Alternatives 5B and 6B are ranked to be “moder-
ately implementable.”



Cost
There is no cost associated with Alternative 1 (No Action). Of the active alternatives 
considered, Alternative 4A has the lowest cost ($11.0 to $12.2 million NPV). Alternatives 
4B, 5A, and 6A all have similar costs to remove DNAPL mass over the focused treatment 
area. Alternative 4B includes treatment of groundwater prior to reinjection, which increases 
the cost of this remedy ($18.0 to $20.1 million NPV) relative to that of 4A, but does not 
offer the additional mass removal advantages of the thermal alternatives. Alternative 6A, 
ERH over a focused treatment area ($18.6 to $25.0 million NPV), is less costly than the 
equivalent steam injection Alternative 5A ($22.3 to $32.4 million NPV). However, both 
alternatives offer generally similar performance with regard to removal of mobile and some 
residual DNAPL. 



Alternatives 5B and 6B are the highest cost remediation alternatives, with costs ranging 
from $46.2 to $84.0 million NPV. However, as discussed above, treating a significantly 
larger area as proposed by these alternatives will not likely remove more mobile DNAPL 
compared to Alternatives 5A and 6A, because all known mobile DNAPL occurs within the 
focused treatment area. 



State Acceptance
DTSC has indicated that it is in general agreement with the proposed remedy. 



Community Acceptance
Community acceptance of the preferred 
alternative will be evaluated after the public 
comment period. 



Preferred  
Alternative – 6A
EPA’s Preferred Alternative to address 
DNAPL at the Montrose Superfund Site is 
Alternative 6A–ERH, Focused Treatment 
Area. EPA believes that this alternative pres-
ents the most reasonable and cost-effective 
approach for removal of mobile DNAPL at 
the Montrose Superfund site. This alterna-
tive includes:



A land use covenant.•	
SVE in the DNAPL-impacted unsatu-•	
rated zone.
ERH in the focused treatment area of •	
approximately 26,000 ft2 in the saturated 
zone. 



The proposed diagrams of this alternative 
are shown in Figures 7 and 8.



Duration. The projected duration of the 
preferred remediation alternative is expected 
to be 4 years.



Cost. The estimated cost of the preferred 
alternative ranges from $18.6 – $25.0 
million. Based on the comparative analysis 
of the remediation alternatives, this cost is 
considered moderate, and is comparable to 
the cost of Alternatives 4B and 5A. 



Effectiveness. ERH is the most appropri-
ate and aggressive approach for DNAPL 
removal beneath the Montrose property, 
because thermal heating can reach DNAPL 
trapped in coarse-grained (sand) as well as 
finegrained (silt or clay) subsurface soils. Re-
gardless of the types of soils where DNAPL 
occurs and/or levels of saturation, ERH will 
effectively treat the mobile DNAPL within 
its zone of heating. 



Based on the evaluation of cleanup alterna-
tives, Alternative 6A meets all threshold 
and balancing criteria. This alternative 
appears to be more cost-effective and easier 
to implement than steam injection thermal 
alternatives. In addition, the risks of un-
controlled DNAPL migration and fugitive 



Figure 7. Diagram of the Conceptual ERH Remedial System











15September 2014



emissions are lower for ERH than steam 
injection alternatives. This issue is especially 
important as EPA is seeking to minimize the 
potential for contaminants moving off-site, 
toward commercial warehouse buildings 
north of the Montrose property (at the for-
mer Boeing Realty Corporation property), 
and an active chlorine gas plant along the 
southern property boundary at Jones.



Alternative 6B, ERH treatment of the entire 
treatment area, was ranked lower because 
it is more difficult to implement due to the 
larger treatment volume, and because of the 
considerably higher cost of this alternative 
compared to Alternative 6A. Furthermore, 
the effectiveness of Alternatives 5B and 
6B, which propose thermal treatment of 
the entire treatment area, is expected to be similar to that of Alternative 6A with regard to 
removal of mobile DNAPL. Based on the above, Alternative 6A best meets the criteria set 
forth in the Superfund regulations, which can be found in the National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) at 40 CFR §300.430(f )(2).



Conclusion
Based on the information available at this time, EPA believes the Preferred Alternative 
(Alternative 6A) for the DNAPL OU meets the threshold criteria and provides the best bal-
ance of tradeoffs among the other alternatives with respect to the balancing and modifying 
criteria. EPA expects that, in accordance with CERCLA §121(b), the Preferred Alternative 



would satisfy the following requirements: 
protect human health and the environment, 
comply with ARARs, be cost-effective, and 
utilize the most appropriate, aggressive, and 
superior treatment technologies to the maxi-
mum extent practicable. Because it would 
treat the source materials constituting prin-
cipal threats, the remedy also would meet 
the statutory preference for the selection of a 
remedy that involves treatment as a princi-
pal element. A comprehensive performance 
monitoring plan for the DNAPL remedy 
will ensure that the remedy meets the per-
formance goals and objectives.



Community 
Participation
EPA is committed to involving the public in 
the decision making process for the cleanup 
activities. Its Community Involvement 
Program focuses on providing informa-
tion to the community about site activi-
ties, answering the community’s questions 
about the cleanup effort, and incorporating 
community issues and concerns into agency 
decisions, especially when a cleanup remedy 
is proposed. 



Figure 8. ERH in the Focused Treatment Area



22,873 Sq/Ft



3,076 Sq/Ft



Jones Chemical



Lateral extent of DNAPL



Areas of Mobile DNAPL 



Soil Borings



Monitoring wells



Legend



As the lead agency, EPA requests public comments on its Proposed Plan to 
address DNAPL at the Montrose Superfund Site. All public comments will be 
considered, and may modify or change EPA’s decision. The comment period is 
from September 8th, 2014, through February 13th, 2015. There are several ways 
to provide comments:



Postmarked Mail Received  
no later than Feb. 13, 2015
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ATTN: Yarissa Martinez
600 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1460
Los Angeles, CA 90017



To learn more about the Montrose 
Superfund Site, you will find an 
extensive amount of information 
at EPA’s Information Repositories 
(see last page). One convenient 
place to find select site documents 
is to go to EPA’s Web site at:  
www.epa.gov/region9/montrose.



Fax
Fax: (213) 244-1850
ATTN: Yarissa Martinez



E-mail
Martinez.Yarissa@epa.gov



In Person at the EPA Public Meeting











EPA Requests Comments on Proposed  
DNAPL Cleanup Plan



Montrose Superfund Site
Los Angeles, CaliforniaEPA



Public Comment Meeting
Saturday, November 8, 2014, 10 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.



Holiday Inn Torrance, 19800 South Vermont Avenue, Torrance, California 



Information Repositories
Pertinent documents related to the Montrose Superfund Site can be found at the locations below.



Katy Geissert Civic Center Library
3301 Torrance Boulevard
Telephone: (310) 618-5959
CDs available for check-out.



Carson Public Library 
151 East Carson Street 
Telephone: (310) 830-0901
CDs available for check-out and  
key documents available in paper copy.



EPA Superfund Records Center
95 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105
Telephone: (415) 536-2000



Public  Comment Period 
Sep 8, 2014 –  Feb 13, 2015
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Technical Assistance Services for Communities (TASC)
TASC is a national program that provides independent technical assistance to communities. A hydrogeologist 
has been hired to help community members express their technical concerns to EPA staff. Please contact 
Miranda Maupin mmaupin@skeo.com to learn more or attend the TASC sponsored workshop for this DNAPL 
Proposed Plan during the public comment period (meeting to be determined).



EPA DNAPL Workshop
EPA will host a public workshop to discuss contaminants and potential health impacts,  



technologies and help understand DNAPL at the Site.



Monday, October 27, 2014, 6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.



Holiday Inn Torrance, 19800 South Vermont Avenue, Torrance, California
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Montrose and Del Amo Superfund Sites Congressional Briefing


U.S. EPA Region 9


March 5, 2015





Conference Call #:  1-866-299-3188


Conference Code:  415 972 1596 #





EPA Participants:


· Brent Maier, Congressional Liaison, Office of Public Affairs


· Dana Barton, Chief, Superfund California Cleanup Section


· John Lyons, Associate Director, Superfund California Cleanup Branch


· Cynthia Wetmore, Engineer, Superfund Technical Support Section


· David Yogi, Chief, Superfund Community Involvement Section


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Yolanda Sanchez, Community Involvement Coordinator, Superfund Community Involvement Section


· Steven Leonido-John, Director, Los Angeles Field Office





Agenda:


3:30:  Welcome and Introductions (Dana Barton, US EPA)


3:35:  General Site Overview (Dana Barton, US EPA)


3:40:  Overview of Vapor Intrusion Effort (David Yogi, US EPA)


3:55:  Overview of Groundwater Treatment System/pCBSA (Cynthia Wetmore, US EPA)


4:10:  Overview of DNAPL Proposed Plan (Dana Barton, US EPA)


4:25:  Questions


4:30:  Closing 










From: Maier, Brent
To: yvette_martinez@boxer.senate.gov; Maurice Lyles (maurice_lyles@boxer.senate.gov); Hamilton Cloud


 (hamilton.cloud@mail.house.gov); sabiha_khan@feinstein.senate.gov
Cc: Yogi, David; Barton, Dana; Lyons, John; Sanchez, Yolanda; Wetmore, Cynthia; Mogharabi, Nahal; LEONIDO-


JOHN, STEVEN; Keener, Bill
Subject: Montrose/Del Amo: Additional Figures for Congressional Briefing
Date: Thursday, March 05, 2015 12:04:29 PM
Attachments: Del Amo & Montrose Congressional Briefing 3.5.2015.ppt


Dear Colleagues:
 
My Superfund Division colleague, David Yogi, asked me to send along the attached
 PowerPoint material in advance of today’s briefing at 3:30pm. We look forward to talking
 with you.
 
Regards,
 
Brent Maier
Congressional Liaison
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne St. (OPA-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
Ph: 415.947.4256
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Re-injection Wells



































Upper Bellflower


Middle Bellflower “B” Sand


Middle Bellflower “C” Sand


Gage Aquifer


Lynwood Aquifer
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Torrance (Standby) 9200 ft.


Torrance (Unused) 9500 ft.


Cal Water Service 15,000 ft.


Cal Water Service 10,600 ft.














Nearest Water Supply Wells





	





Note: larger map scale





The nearest municipal supply wells are about .5 to 1 mile downgradient of the leading edge of the chlorobenzene plume in the Middle Bellflower.  However these wells are screened primarily in the Silverado aquifer.  Though some are screened in the Lynwood.


*























MONTROSE TREATMENT SYSTEM


Contaminated Groundwater from Extraction Wells


Vapor Carbon Filter VOC Removal





To Outside Air
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Volatile Organic Compounds: Chlorobenzene, Benzene, TCE etc.


Minerals not hazardous, removed for reinjection to aquifer


Mineral Filter


Treated Water Returned to Aquifer


  HiPOx -


pCBSA Treatment








Treatment Plant   - Completed November 2014
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David;


 Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells
Subject: Phase I testing.
Date: Tuesday, March 17, 2015 2:38:06 PM
Attachments: image003.png


Hi Cynthia,
 
As John Lyon’s mentioned in the previous call, EPA is operating under a confidentiality order which limits what we
 can discuss to only publicly available information, which for purposes of the functional testing includes only the
 Phase I functional test.  As EPA moves to approve each phase or step, EPA will work to get a releasable document
 to share with you.  The Phase I test and results are as follows.
 
The Phase I test was developed to test one component of the HiPOx unit, the ozone generator.  The design
 requires the ozone generator in HiPOx system to operate with a range between 23.7 to 27.2 mg/l of ozone. 
 Previous Functional testing in December demonstrated that the system could produce 23.7 mg/L.  Phase I was
 designed to demonstrate the system’s ability to produce 27.2 mg/L ozone.  The ozone when mixed with hydrogen
 peroxide forms a strong oxidant that reduces concentrations of all organic compounds including pCBSA.
 
The Phase I test was run on February 26, 2015.  Although the HiPOx ozone dose system was set at 27.3 mg/L, the
 system was not able to maintain that rate.  An average ozone dose of 25.9 mg/L, was achieved for the test.
   Samples were collected after each unit and the concentrations are as follows:
 


Constituent
Concentration in Groundwater (ug/L) Concentration in Air (ppmv)


Influent Post-HiPOx
Post-Air


 Stripper
Post-LGAC VGAC Influent


Discharge
 Stack


pCBSA 48,000 34,000 31,000 <5 NA NA
MCB 8,400 3,400 85 <0.5 5.7 <0.0005
CF 1,700 1,600 34 <0.5 5.5 <0.0005
Benzene <100 <40 0.34 J <0.5 0.14 <0.0005
1,2-DCA <100 <40 0.78 <0.5 0.020 <0.0005
PCE 67 J 48 <0.5 <0.5 0.12 <0.0005
TCE <100 <40 <0.5 <0.5 0.021 <0.0005
TBA <2,000 <800 12 10 NA NA
Arsenic 6.9 5.7 5.0 2.1 NA NA


 
 
EPA does not believe the Phase I test met its objective to verify the full range of the ozone dosage system.
 
-Cynthia W.
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Miranda Maupin; Yogi, David; Barton, Dana; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN
Subject: RE: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 4:44:10 PM


Cynthia,
Let’s definitely bring Krissy into the conversation, if you feel like that would be useful.  I’ll talk with
 Dana next week about your request on reaching out to Angela.  In the meantime, Miranda and I
 found that presentation you liked so much.  I’ve also asked Miranda to send out a participation
 email/poll for the next pCBSA meeting (targeting in-person participation).
 
I am still planning on our Monday 10:15 AM meeting.  I’m unclear if these were the calls you were
 referring to being uncomfortable with.  We do need to discuss finalizing the technical directive for
 TASC support of the pCBSA meeting and discuss how to scope out TASC support for the VI sampling
 results work.  If there are other items you would prefer to discuss, please let me know.
 
Miranda,
Please work with Krissy on finding a time next week to discuss.  Also, please send out an email to
 obtain dates for the next pCBSA meeting.
 
Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880
 
“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 5:48 PM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN
Cc: Miranda Maupin; Yogi, David; Barton, Dana
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
 
Meetings need to be face to face and near the community so community members can
 participate as they care to.  DAAC will be in charge of note taking as the SKEO process with
 EPA keeps our information and notes hostage.
Spoke to Angela today, it would be great if Dana could connect with her, she could be helpful
 in translating (in a digestible form) the communities needs.  
Miranda, I might suggest bringing Krissy into the conversation during this time as well.
I, myself, have explained our needs in several different ways and others continue to make
 decisions not in favor of our needs.  I am weary of these type of calls.
Cynthia
 


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
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310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net 


If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about
 a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.  People would walk
 around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing between the
 pools.  People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at
 the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas.  The people
 would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in
 the water.  The people would declare it precious because it was the only one, and they would
 protect it so that it would not be hurt.  The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and
 people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty and to
 wonder how it could be.   People would love it, and defend it with their lives, because they
 would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it.        
 If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter


Official Disclaimer:  If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
 us know.  If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error please
 ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.
 
On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 5:37 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:


Miranda,
The table is super helpful!  After looking at all my notes from past conversations, I think I
 have (most of) what I need to draft the next technical directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo to
 support the next pCBSA discussion and technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-
degradation analysis discussions.  
 
Cynthia,
Below are my assumptions for your review.  Please respond to me or Miranda, as I need to
 issue the technical directive soon (I’m thinking by next Tuesday 3/31).


·         DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting.  Since Jane has been serving
 as the facilitator, I assume we would continue with that approach.  Therefore,  I envision
 Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up meeting logistics), note takers, and technical
 advisors.


 


·         The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants.  Although we can aim for
 in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely participate.  If we hold
 meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-teleconference calls for the
 (hopefully small population) of people who cannot participate in person.  I do not believe
 Holiday Inn can support remote participation (i.e., webinar or video conference).  Of
 course, Skeo can work with the community to explore options. 
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·         Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting.  I know both Markus
 and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far. 


 


·         One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis discussions. 
 With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to divvy up technical advisor
 support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions (versus the VI sampling results and
 DNAPL technology screening). 


 
Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on supporting the
 community need for technical support through TASC.  But, the pCBSA discussion appears to
 be the most pressing issue.  We can discuss the VI sampling results at another time.  
 
Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880
 
“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe
 
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM
To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
 
Hi Miranda,
I am in a training all day tomorrow.  Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.
Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.
I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details.  I put it out there, community
 needs for technical support.  EPA will fund what it wants to.
Cynthia


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net 


If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about
 a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.  People would
 walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing
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 between the pools.  People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they
 would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the
 gas.  The people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and
 at the creatures in the water.  The people would declare it precious because it was the only
 one, and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt.  The ball would be the greatest
 wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to
 know beauty and to wonder how it could be.   People would love it, and defend it with their
 lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be
 nothing without it.         If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter


Official Disclaimer:  If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
 us know.  If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error
 please ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.
 
On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:


Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be helpful
 to have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group topics in
 a series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead and be
 efficient with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to
 host/coordinate each meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services
 such as technical comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current project
 approach includes for VI).
 
Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30 pm
 or tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? I have attached the draft list of pCBSA
 agenda topics for discussion as well.
 
Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
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http://www.skeo.com/

tel:434-975-6700%C2%A0x227






From: Barton, Dana
To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Accepted: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda
To: Cynthia Babich; Miranda Maupin
Cc: Yogi, David; Barton, Dana
Subject: RE: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Thursday, March 26, 2015 5:37:11 PM


Miranda,
The table is super helpful!  After looking at all my notes from past conversations, I think I have
 (most of) what I need to draft the next technical directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo to
 support the next pCBSA discussion and technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-
degradation analysis discussions.  
 
Cynthia,
Below are my assumptions for your review.  Please respond to me or Miranda, as I need to
 issue the technical directive soon (I’m thinking by next Tuesday 3/31).


·         DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting.  Since Jane has been
 serving as the facilitator, I assume we would continue with that approach.  Therefore,
  I envision Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up meeting logistics), note takers, and
 technical advisors.


 


·         The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants.  Although we can aim for
 in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely participate.  If we hold
 meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-teleconference calls for the
 (hopefully small population) of people who cannot participate in person.  I do not
 believe Holiday Inn can support remote participation (i.e., webinar or video
 conference).  Of course, Skeo can work with the community to explore options. 


 


·         Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting.  I know both Markus
 and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far. 
 


·         One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis discussions. 
 With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to divvy up technical
 advisor support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions (versus the VI sampling
 results and DNAPL technology screening). 


 
Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on supporting the
 community need for technical support through TASC.  But, the pCBSA discussion appears to
 be the most pressing issue.  We can discuss the VI sampling results at another time.  
 
Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880
 
“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe
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From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM
To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
 
Hi Miranda,
I am in a training all day tomorrow.  Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.
Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.
I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details.  I put it out there, community needs
 for technical support.  EPA will fund what it wants to.
Cynthia


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net 


If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about
 a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.  People would walk
 around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing between the
 pools.  People would marvel at the bumps on it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at
 the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas.  The people
 would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in
 the water.  The people would declare it precious because it was the only one, and they would
 protect it so that it would not be hurt.  The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and
 people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty and to
 wonder how it could be.   People would love it, and defend it with their lives, because they
 would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it.        
 If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter


Official Disclaimer:  If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
 us know.  If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error please
 ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.
 
On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com> wrote:


Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested would be helpful to
 have with TASC support. On the second page is an example of how to group topics in a
 series of regularly scheduled monthly meetings so people can plan ahead and be efficient
 with their travel time. Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to host/coordinate
 each meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services such as technical
 comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current project approach includes
 for VI).
 
Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this afternoon at 3:30 pm or
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 tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? I have attached the draft list of pCBSA agenda
 topics for discussion as well.
 
Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
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From: Barton, Dana
To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Accepted: De-Brief on 2/17 pCBSA Webinar and prepare for next meeting



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=F46447FF86E94ABAABCFAC1009EAAF67-DBARTON

mailto:Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov






From: Sanchez, Yolanda
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Barton, Dana; Yogi, David; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN
Subject: RE: Five Year Review Meeting - May 4th Proposed
Date: Thursday, April 16, 2015 11:17:40 AM


Cynthia, I’m sorry we were unable to connect over the phone yesterday (I was tied up after 2 PM). 
 


Thank you for coordinating May 4th as a date for the Five-Year-Review Process meeting and being
 able to accommodate an early May date. 
 
The site team had envisioned this meeting as focused on the “Five-Year Review process” and not so
 much a forum for a lengthy discussion about the groundwater treatment system, the anti-
degradation analysis, or the new State pCBSA number.  As such, we had planned to host the meeting
 in our LA field office (to videoconference in Cynthia Wetmore) and were already developing the
 agenda.  However, you have a great group of people on the email below; I want to ensure we are
 envisioning the same thing!
 
Let’s discuss how to move forward.  If there is a specific time in the afternoon that works for you, I
 can be available from 1-6 PM.  Of course, we can discuss at our standing meeting on Monday, too. 
 
Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880
 
“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 15, 2015 3:02 PM
To: pemodog@sbcglobal.net; Tam Doduc; Florence Gharibian; Lee, Barbara@DTSC; LEONIDO-JOHN,
 STEVEN; Phuong Ly; Lyles, Maurice (Boxer); Markus Niebanck; Gina Solomon; Frances Spivy-Weber;
 robinasuwol@earthlink.net; Scott Warren; James Wells; dcapjane@aol.com; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Five Year Review Meeting - May 4th Proposed
 
Hi.
The best date for most of you to hear from EPA about the five year review of the Waste Pits
 and the Joint Groundwater Co Mingled Plume is May 4th.  I will send this information along
 to EPA and they will arrange for a meeting place.  We will send draft agenda out soon. 
 Thanks for your help and caring about our communities continued involvement.
Cynthia


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
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delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net 


If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about
 a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.  People would walk around it, marveling at
 its big pools of water, little pools and the water flowing between the pools.  People would marvel at the bumps on
 it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it, and the water suspended in
 the gas.  The people would marvel at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in the
 water.  The people would declare it precious because it was the only one, and they would protect it so that it would
 not be hurt.  The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to
 gain knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be.   People would love it, and defend it with their
 lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it.         If
 the Earth were only a few feet in diameter


Official Disclaimer:  If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask that you let
 us know.  If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have received in error please
 ensure your actions have good intention, are just and morally aligned.
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From: Barton, Dana
To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Accepted: Del Amo & Montrose pCBSA Discussions with Stakeholders (save the date)
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From: Maier, Brent
To: Yogi, David
Cc: Barton, Dana
Subject: RE: Montrose/Del Amo Superfund Site Update - Confirmations for Conference Call on Thursday, March 5th at


 3:30pm
Date: Tuesday, March 03, 2015 8:42:48 AM


David -


To date, I have received confirmations from Yvette Martinez, Deputy State Director and Maurice Lyles of Senator
 Barbara Boxer's Los Angeles Office and Sabiha Khan, Field Representative in Senator Dianne Feinstein's Los
 Angeles Office.


I will be reaching out to Congresswoman Maxine Waters office to see if they can have a representative on our
 Thursday call as well. I will update you if I receive any additional confirmations for the call.


Brent Maier
Congressional Liaison
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
75 Hawthorne St. (OPA-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
Ph: 415.947.4256


-----Original Message-----
From: Yogi, David
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 4:45 PM
To: Maier, Brent
Cc: Barton, Dana
Subject: Re: Montrose/Del Amo Superfund Site Update - Availability for Conference Call on Thursday, March 5th
 at 3:30pm


Hear anything back on this, Brent? Thanks!


David


Sent from my iPhone


> On Feb 26, 2015, at 12:10 PM, "Maier, Brent" <Maier.Brent@epa.gov> wrote:
>
> Dear Colleagues:
>
> I wanted to reach out to each of you regarding our interest in setting up a conference call on Thursday, March 5th
 at 3:30pm to provide your office with a site update on the Del Amo and Montrose Superfund Sites in Torrance.
 During this call we will provide your office with information on the vapor intrusion work EPA will be conducting
 in the Harbor Gateway neighborhood adjacent to the Sites as well as an update on the proposed Dense Non-
Aqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPL) cleanup plan for the Montrose Superfund Site as well as talk about the work EPA
 is doing to address the pCBSA issues. My Superfund Division colleagues will join me for this call. I have attached
 to this invitation a PDF document regarding our vapor intrusion work. I also wanted to make you aware that our
 office has been speaking to a reporter with the Los Angeles Times about EPA’s vapor intrusion work at the
 Montrose/Del Amo Superfund Site and there is a possibility that you may see an article come out over the weekend.
>
> I have attached to this message a fact sheet regarding our vapor intrusion work as well as a fact sheet on the
 proposed Dense Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid (DNAPL) cleanup plan for the Montrose Superfund Site.
>
> I have set up a conference line for us to use for this discussion and am providing both the call-in number and
 access code to join the call.
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>
> Dial-In Number: (866) 299-3188
>
> Conference Code: 4159721596#
>
> Leader PIN: 1015 (for use only by Brent Maier to initiate the call)
>
> Please confirm your availability to let me know whether this proposed date/time works for you. Please give me a
 call if you have any questions or need any additional information.
>
> Regards,
>
> Brent Maier
> Congressional Liaison
> U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
> 75 Hawthorne St. (OPA-3)
> San Francisco, CA 94105
> Ph: 415.947.4256
>
> <Montrose Del Amo_2-15.pdf>
> <Montrose Bilingual DNAPL FS 9_14 XCR.PDF>








From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi,


 David; Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells
Subject: Additional Montrose results
Date: Thursday, April 02, 2015 4:30:58 PM
Attachments: image003.png


Hi Cynthia,
 
EPA has recently received updated sampling results. After the last Phase I test sampling results came
 back, Montrose elected to go back and re-sample the extraction wells, with EPA approval. 
 Montrose has tested the treatment system for a short duration three times, and all three results
 had higher than anticipated influent pCBSA levels.  The reason why is now apparent.  Extraction well
 UBA-EW-1 had increased pCBSA concentrations by a factor of nearly ten.   This well is located on the
 Montrose property and does not pose an immediate risk to the community.  
 
However, it does mean that Montrose will need re-evaluate the pumping strategy in the short term
 to minimize excessive pCBSA entering into the groundwater treatment system.  This may lead to
 adjustments in the pumping strategy.  This type of adjustment is not uncommon especially since
 design and construction has taken years.  Groundwater moves and shifts, and changes in
 concentrations are expected. 
 
EPA will ensure that the revised pumping strategy will continue to support the ability of the system
 to contain the contamination, stop the migration of the dissolved plume, and clean up the dissolved
 plume as required in the ROD.
 
Thanks, Cyntia W.
 
 


TGRS Extraction
 Well


pCBSA Concentration (ug/L)
Prior Result March 2015


UBA-EW-1 76,000 630,000
UBA-EW-3 37,000 13,000
BF-EW-1 130,000 Not Yet


 Sampled
BF-EW-2 100,000 56,000
BF-EW-3 19,000 15,000
BF-EW-4 24,000 25,000
BF-EW-5 140,000 130,000
G-EW-1 10,000 Not Yet


 Sampled
G-EW-2 9,800 34,000
G-EW-3 3,700 4,800
G-EW-4 21,000 24,000
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Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 








From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Cynthia Babich; Florence Gharibian
Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi,


 David; Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells
Subject: Re: Additional Montrose results
Date: Thursday, April 02, 2015 4:37:39 PM
Attachments: image003.png


Sorry Florence, I thought I had you in the cc: list.  Thanks, Cynthia W


From: Wetmore, Cynthia
Sent: Thursday, April 2, 2015 4:30 PM
To: Cynthia Babich
Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez,
 Yolanda; Yogi, David; Safouh.Sayed@dtsc.ca.gov; Scandura, John@DTSC; Senga, Robert@DTSC;
 James Wells
Subject: Additional Montrose results
 


Hi Cynthia,
 
EPA has recently received updated sampling results. After the last Phase I test sampling results came
 back, Montrose elected to go back and re-sample the extraction wells, with EPA approval. 
 Montrose has tested the treatment system for a short duration three times, and all three results
 had higher than anticipated influent pCBSA levels.  The reason why is now apparent.  Extraction well
 UBA-EW-1 had increased pCBSA concentrations by a factor of nearly ten.   This well is located on the
 Montrose property and does not pose an immediate risk to the community.  
 
However, it does mean that Montrose will need re-evaluate the pumping strategy in the short term
 to minimize excessive pCBSA entering into the groundwater treatment system.  This may lead to
 adjustments in the pumping strategy.  This type of adjustment is not uncommon especially since
 design and construction has taken years.  Groundwater moves and shifts, and changes in
 concentrations are expected. 
 
EPA will ensure that the revised pumping strategy will continue to support the ability of the system
 to contain the contamination, stop the migration of the dissolved plume, and clean up the dissolved
 plume as required in the ROD.
 
Thanks, Cyntia W.
 
 


TGRS Extraction
 Well


pCBSA Concentration (ug/L)
Prior Result March 2015


UBA-EW-1 76,000 630,000
UBA-EW-3 37,000 13,000
BF-EW-1 130,000 Not Yet


 Sampled
BF-EW-2 100,000 56,000
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BF-EW-3 19,000 15,000
BF-EW-4 24,000 25,000
BF-EW-5 140,000 130,000
G-EW-1 10,000 Not Yet


 Sampled
G-EW-2 9,800 34,000
G-EW-3 3,700 4,800
G-EW-4 21,000 24,000


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 


Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
 








From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Cynthia Babich; Florence Gharibian
Cc: Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi,


 David; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov
Subject: Additional Phase I testing
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 3:08:32 PM
Attachments: HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan_4-7-15 Rev.pdf


image002.png


Hi Cynthia & Florence,
 
Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to basically re-run the Phase I
 test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx system.  As you may recall, the purpose of Phase I is
 to demonstrate that the HiPOx system can achieve the full range of ozone production, which it did
 not achieve during the first run of Phase I.
 
Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that 60 minutes was insufficient
 time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow maximum ozone production.  The manufacturer
 recommended to warm-up the HiPOx system by recycling water over and over again through the
 HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L maximum ozone level is achieved.
 
Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the Phase I test two times.  The
 first test will be the same as the previous Phase I tests.  However, the second test will be run with a
 changed groundwater pumping rates.  In my email last week about the recent extraction well
 sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the extraction wells is significantly higher than
 expected.  For the second Phase I test, Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e.
 lower the extraction rate in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise the extraction rate in the
 lower pCBSA concentration wells) to result in an overall lower pCBSA concentration into the
 treatment plant.  This influent groundwater concentration is closer to the influent pCBSA
 concentrations used in the design. 
 
EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we are with the pCBSA break-
through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank after both GAC units have been non-detect for
 pCBSA, but I don’t think that will last for very long.  I may get a better handle on how much longer
 pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect after seeing the results from that mid-GAC sample.
 
We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase I tests.  Montrose will hold the
 treated water in the on-site storage tank to test it for contaminants.  EPA will approve that the
 treated water will be re-injected, only if the levels are below or meet the reinjection standards
 identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).
 
-Cynthia W.
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HiPOx Equipment Testing Plan and Phase IB and IC Testing 



Torrance Groundwater Remediation System (TGRS) 



Montrose Superfund Site, Los Angeles, California 



Following discussions with the HiPOx system vendor, APTwater, Montrose proposes to conduct a test of 



the HiPOx system equipment to evaluate the maximum achievable ozone dose over a period of 1 to 2 



days.  Following the equipment testing, Montrose will conduct two additional Phase 1 tests as described 



below. 



It is APTwater’s opinion that the short duration of the batch tests (60 minutes) performed to date may 



be  limiting  the maximum  achievable ozone dose  at  the HiPOx  reactor.   Therefore,  to  test  the ozone 



generation capability of the HiPOx system, groundwater will be recirculated through the HiPOx reactor 



and back to the influent tanks in a repeating cycle for a period up to 2 days.  The groundwater will not 



be pumped  through  the air strippers, LGAC vessels,  to  the effluent  tank, or discharged.  There will no 



collection  of  samples  or measurement  of  treatment  efficiency.   The  sole  purpose  for  the  test  is  to 



monitor the concentration of ozone delivered  to the HiPOx reactor over a period of time of sufficient 



length to achieve the maximum ozone dose.   



The  influent  tanks  contain  groundwater  generated  during  TGRS  extraction well  sampling.  Montrose 



intends to use this water for testing the HiPOx system.  The concentrations of VOCs and pCBSA  in that 



water will not be tested  in advance as they are not relevant to the objective of this ozone generation 



test.  APTwater will  treat  the groundwater at  the maximum ozone dose  (est. 27.3 milligrams per  liter 



[mg/L]) and normal hydrogen peroxide  ratio  (est. 89 milliliters per minute or 38.0 mg/L).   The HiPOx 



system is based on the hydroxyl radical reaction:  



2O3 + H2O2  2OH• + 3O2 



The HiPOx  system uses hydrogen peroxide  (H2O2) above  the  stoichiometric  level  so  that  the ozone  is 



fully  consumed  by  this  reaction.   Although  some  residual  ozone will  be  present  in  the  recirculated 



groundwater, a more pronounced buildup of oxygen  is expected.  Tap water  is not being used for this 



test, and the amount of oxidant buildup in the recirculated groundwater will depend on several factors 



including the volume of water treated, concentration of dissolved VOCs, and duration of the test (if run 



for  less than 48‐hours).   In any event, the  influent tanks and HiPOx separator are vented to the ozone 



destruct unit  (heated catalyst) which  is expected to effectively neutralize any residual ozone  from  the 



vessel headspace. 



APTwater has revised the programming of the HiPOx system HMI  to electronically  log both  the ozone 



concentration (% by weight) and oxygen production/quality (concentration and dewpoint) generated by 



the system so the trend can be accurately monitored and recorded over time.  APTwater, now a wholly 



owned subsidiary of McWong Environmental Technology, is scheduled to inspect the HiPOx system the 



week of April 6 to verify that the air/water separator and ozone destruct unit are in working order and 



to modify  the piping associated with  the air  release valve.  Once  the system  is operational, APTwater 



plans  to  run a short 30 min  to 2 hour  test  to confirm  that  the PLC data  logging has been successfully 



completed.   A  firm  start  date  for  the  48  hour  test will  be  established  following  that  inspection  and 



subsequent maintenance, if any.  EPA and the State will be notified at least 24 hours in advance, and, up 



to  5  days  in  advance  of  the  start  date  for  the  HiPOx  equipment  test  depending  on  contractor 



availability.  
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Phase 1B Test 



If  the  HiPOx  system  is  successful  in  achieving  the  target  27.3  mg/L  ozone  dose,  Montrose  will 



immediately  re‐run  the Phase 1  test  (herein  referred  to as  the Phase  IB  test)  in accordance with  the 



previously approved Phase 1 Functional Testing Plan (i.e., no delay between HiPOx equipment test and 



Phase 1B test).   Groundwater will be extracted at the approved Phase 1 well flow rates and treated by 



the  HiPOx  system  operating  at  an  ozone  dose  of  27.3 mg/L.    The  groundwater will  additionally  be 



treated using air stripping and carbon adsorption, held in the Effluent and Utility Tanks, and sampled in 



accordance with the approved Phase 1 test plan. 



The TGRS extraction wells were sampled between March 11 and 26, 2015.  Based on the results of those 



samples and  the approved Phase 1  flow  rates,  influent chlorobenzene  (MCB) and para‐chlorobenzene 



sulfonic acid (pCBSA) concentrations during the Phase 1B test are predicted as shown in the table below: 



Extraction Well  Sample Date 
Target
Flow
(gpm) 



MCB
(ug/L) 



pCBSA 
(ug/L) 



UBA‐EW‐1  3/11/2015  25          140,000         630,000  



UBA‐EW‐3  3/12/2015  15               4,500           13,000  



BF‐EW‐1  3/26/2015  42             16,000         120,000  



BF‐EW‐2  3/11/2015  83               8,700           56,000  



BF‐EW‐3  3/12/2015  80               2,100          15,000  



BF‐EW‐4  3/11/2015  140               1,800           25,000  



BF‐EW‐5  3/12/2015  15            42,000        130,000  



G‐EW‐1  3/26/2015  125               1,100           13,000  



G‐EW‐2  3/11/2015  30               2,900           34,000  



G‐EW‐3  3/11/2015  25                  640             4,800  



G‐EW‐4  3/11/2015  120               2,000           24,000  



Total  700 



Flow‐Weighted Average               9,274           54,183  



 



Based on the results of the 2003 HiPOx field pilot test, an ozone dose of 27.3 mg/L is only expected to 



reduce the pCBSA concentration from approximately 54,000 micrograms per liter (ug/L) to 36,000 ug/L 



as shown in the graph below: 
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Based  on  the  above  analysis,  the  post‐HiPOx  pCBSA  concentration  is  not  expected  to  be  below  the 



25,000 ug/L  reinjection  standard.    If  the  LGAC vessels are unable  to  reduce  the pCBSA  concentration 



below the reinjection standard, then the treated groundwater will need to be recirculated back to the 



influent tanks for further HiPOx treatment prior to discharge.   



The Phase 1B test will be conducted  in accordance with the EPA‐approved Phase 1 Functional Testing 



Plan with the following exceptions: 



 Influent Sample:   At the request of APTwater, the  influent sample will additionally be analyzed 



for the following constituents: 



o Alkalinity by EPA 310.1 



o Total Dissolved Solids by EPA 160.1 



o Chemical Oxygen Demand by EPA 410.4 



o Iron and manganese by EPA 6020 



o Nitrate, sulfate, and chloride by EPA 300.0 



o Sulfide by SM 4500 S2‐D  



 Post‐HiPOx  Sample:   At  the  request  of APTwater,  the  post‐HiPOx  sample will  additionally  be 



analyzed for the following constituents: 



o Chemical Oxygen Demand by EPA 410.4 



o Residual ozone by field test kit 



o Residual hydrogen peroxide by field test kit 
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All other aspects of the Phase 1B test will be  identical to the EPA‐approved Phase 1 Functional Testing 



Plan.  If the Post‐LGAC/Effluent sample results are in compliance with the ROD reinjection standards and 



with  concurrence by EPA, Montrose will discharge  the  treated water  from  the Phase 1B  test  via  the 



injection wells. 



Phase 1C Test 



Following submission of the Phase 1B test results to EPA and the State, Montrose will re‐run the Phase 1 



test (herein referred to as Phase 1C) at modified extraction well flow rates.  The well flow rates will be 



modified at Montrose’s discretion  to  reduce  the  influent pCBSA concentration  to  less  than  the design 



concentration of 40,000 ug/L.  The treated groundwater will be held in the Effluent and Utility Tanks and 



sampled in accordance with the approved Phase 1 test plan with the addition of an intermediate LGAC 



sample (collected between LGAC vessels).  The purpose of the Phase 1C test will be to demonstrate that 



the HiPOx system can reduce pCBSA concentrations to less than 25,000 ug/L, under design conditions, in 



advance of conducting the Phase 2 functional testing.     



A pCBSA concentration of 630,000 ug/L was detected at UBA‐EW‐1 in March 2015.  Although the pCBSA 



concentration detected at UBA‐EW‐1 is comparable to concentrations previously detected at monitoring 



well MW‐1  (up  to 770,000 ug/L),  it  is  significantly above  the  concentration assumed  in  the Remedial 



Design  (60,000  ug/L)  and  previously  detected  at  UBA‐EW‐1  in March  2013  (76,000  ug/L).    For  the 



purpose of the Phase 1C test and based on the results of the March 2015 TGRS extraction well sampling, 



Montrose proposes to reduce the extraction rate from UBA‐EW‐1 and increase the extraction rate from 



UBA‐EW‐3, BF‐EW‐2, and BF‐EW‐3 as shown in the table below: 



 



Extraction Well Sample Date 
Target
Flow



(gpm) (1) 



MCB
(ug/L) 



pCBSA 
(ug/L) 



UBA‐EW‐1  3/11/2015  5          140,000         630,000  



UBA‐EW‐3  3/12/2015  25               4,500           13,000  



BF‐EW‐1  3/26/2015  42             16,000         120,000  



BF‐EW‐2  3/11/2015  88               8,700           56,000  



BF‐EW‐3  3/12/2015  85               2,100          15,000  



BF‐EW‐4  3/11/2015  140               1,800           25,000  



BF‐EW‐5  3/12/2015  15            42,000        130,000  



G‐EW‐1  3/26/2015  125               1,100           13,000  



G‐EW‐2  3/11/2015  30               2,900           34,000  



G‐EW‐3  3/11/2015  25                  640             4,800  



G‐EW‐4  3/11/2015  120               2,000           24,000  



Total  700 



Flow‐Weighted Average               5,416          36,876  
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(1)  Montrose  reserves  the  right  to modify  these  flow  rates  based  on  data  obtained  during  the 



Phase  1B  test  and  based  on  other well  operational  data.   Montrose will  notify  EPA  of  any 



changes in flow rate 



At  these modified  flow  rates,  the  influent  pCBSA  is  approximately  37,000  ug/L which  is within  the 



Remedial Design criteria.   At an ozone dose of 27.3 mg/L, the HiPOx system  is expected to reduce the 



pCBSA concentration to approximately 22,000 ug/L as shown in the graph below:   



 



 



The Phase 1C  test will be  conducted  in  an  identical manner  as  the Phase 1B  test with  the  following 



exceptions: 



 Extraction Well Rates:  The extraction well rates will be modified as discussed above in order to 



reduce the influent pCBSA below 40,000 ug/L.  Montrose is currently evaluating the impacts of 



the  modified  well  extraction  rates  over  a  longer  operating  period  using  the  EPA‐approved 



groundwater flow model.   The results of that evaluation will be shared with EPA and the State 



upon completion. 



 HiPOx System:  Ozone generation at the HiPOx system will be optimized in advance of the Phase 



1C test and based on the results of the 48‐hour HiPOx equipment test.  It may be necessary to 



operate the ozone generator  for a several hours, or  longer  in advance of  the Phase 1C  test  in 



order to achieve the maximum ozone dose of 27.3 mg/L.   
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 Mid‐LGAC  Sample:   As  requested  by  EPA,  a mid‐LGAC  groundwater  sample will  be  collected 



during  the  Phase  1C  test  (collected  between  LGAC  vessels).    The mid‐LGAC  sample  will  be 



analyzed for VOCs by EPA 8260B, pCBSA by EPA 314 Modified, and arsenic by EPA 6020.       



All other aspects of the Phase 1C test will be  identical to the Phase 1B test.   EPA and the State will be 



notified at least 24 hours in advance, and up to 5 days in advance of the start date for the Phase 1C test, 



depending on contractor availability. 














Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059








From: Cynthia Babich
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Florence Gharibian; Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana;


 Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov
Subject: Re: Additional Phase I testing
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 6:35:14 PM


 Until this issue is resolved please.


Sent from my iPhone


On Apr 10, 2015, at 6:27 PM, Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com> wrote:


The new number by the State is 3 ppm and we have concerns a uncertainty factor
 was left out.  We are working on this with Amy Kyle.  No   of PCBSA


Sent from my iPhone


On Apr 10, 2015, at 3:08 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>
 wrote:


Hi Cynthia & Florence,
 
Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to
 basically re-run the Phase I test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx
 system.  As you may recall, the purpose of Phase I is to demonstrate that
 the HiPOx system can achieve the full range of ozone production, which it
 did not achieve during the first run of Phase I.
 
Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that
 60 minutes was insufficient time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow
 maximum ozone production.  The manufacturer recommended to warm-
up the HiPOx system by recycling water over and over again through the
 HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L maximum ozone level is achieved.
 
Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the
 Phase I test two times.  The first test will be the same as the previous
 Phase I tests.  However, the second test will be run with a changed
 groundwater pumping rates.  In my email last week about the recent
 extraction well sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the
 extraction wells is significantly higher than expected.  For the second
 Phase I test, Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e.
 lower the extraction rate in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise
 the extraction rate in the lower pCBSA concentration wells) to result in an
 overall lower pCBSA concentration into the treatment plant.  This influent
 groundwater concentration is closer to the influent pCBSA concentrations
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 used in the design. 
 
EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we
 are with the pCBSA break-through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank
 after both GAC units have been non-detect for pCBSA, but I don’t think
 that will last for very long.  I may get a better handle on how much longer
 pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect after seeing the results
 from that mid-GAC sample.
 
We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase I
 tests.  Montrose will hold the treated water in the on-site storage tank to
 test it for contaminants.  EPA will approve that the treated water will be
 re-injected, only if the levels are below or meet the reinjection standards
 identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).
 
-Cynthia W.
 
 
<image002.png>
Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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From: Sanchez, Yolanda
To: Wetmore, Cynthia; Chavira, Raymond; Barton, Dana; Yogi, David; Lyons, John
Subject: Canceled: Del Amo & Montrose pCBSA Discussions with Stakeholders (save the date)
Importance: High
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From: Cynthia Babich
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Florence Gharibian; Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN; Barton, Dana;


 Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells; Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov
Subject: Re: Additional Phase I testing
Date: Friday, April 10, 2015 6:28:10 PM


The new number by the State is 3 ppm and we have concerns a uncertainty factor was left out.
  We are working on this with Amy Kyle.  No   of PCBSA


Sent from my iPhone


On Apr 10, 2015, at 3:08 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov> wrote:


Hi Cynthia & Florence,
 
Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to basically re-
run the Phase I test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx system.  As you may
 recall, the purpose of Phase I is to demonstrate that the HiPOx system can achieve the
 full range of ozone production, which it did not achieve during the first run of Phase I.
 
Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that 60 minutes
 was insufficient time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow maximum ozone
 production.  The manufacturer recommended to warm-up the HiPOx system by
 recycling water over and over again through the HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L
 maximum ozone level is achieved.
 
Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the Phase I test two
 times.  The first test will be the same as the previous Phase I tests.  However, the
 second test will be run with a changed groundwater pumping rates.  In my email last
 week about the recent extraction well sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the
 extraction wells is significantly higher than expected.  For the second Phase I test,
 Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e. lower the extraction rate
 in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise the extraction rate in the lower pCBSA
 concentration wells) to result in an overall lower pCBSA concentration into the
 treatment plant.  This influent groundwater concentration is closer to the influent
 pCBSA concentrations used in the design. 
 
EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we are with the
 pCBSA break-through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank after both GAC units
 have been non-detect for pCBSA, but I don’t think that will last for very long.  I may get
 a better handle on how much longer pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect
 after seeing the results from that mid-GAC sample.
 
We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase I tests.  Montrose
 will hold the treated water in the on-site storage tank to test it for contaminants.  EPA
 will approve that the treated water will be re-injected, only if the levels are below or
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 meet the reinjection standards identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).
 
-Cynthia W.
 
 
<image002.png>
Cynthia Wetmore, Technical Support Section
US.EPA, Region IX, Superfund Division
75 Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, 94105
(415)972-3059
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From: Wetmore, Cynthia
To: Lyons, John; Barton, Dana; Yogi, David; Sanchez, Yolanda
Subject: Cynthia B"s email #2Fw: Additional Phase I testing
Date: Saturday, April 11, 2015 10:26:45 AM





From: Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 10, 2015 6:29 PM
To: Wetmore, Cynthia
Cc: Florence Gharibian; Miranda Maupin; pemodog@sbcglobal.net; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN;
 Barton, Dana; Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David; Senga, Robert@DTSC; James Wells;
 Willard.Garrett@dtsc.ca.gov
Subject: Re: Additional Phase I testing
 
 Until this issue is resolved please.


Sent from my iPhone


On Apr 10, 2015, at 6:27 PM, Cynthia Babich <delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com> wrote:


The new number by the State is 3 ppm and we have concerns a uncertainty factor
 was left out.  We are working on this with Amy Kyle.  No   of PCBSA


Sent from my iPhone


On Apr 10, 2015, at 3:08 PM, "Wetmore, Cynthia" <Wetmore.Cynthia@epa.gov>
 wrote:


Hi Cynthia & Florence,
 
Attached is the plan for the next step in the functional testing, which is to
 basically re-run the Phase I test, but with some adjustments to the HiPOx
 system.  As you may recall, the purpose of Phase I is to demonstrate that
 the HiPOx system can achieve the full range of ozone production, which it
 did not achieve during the first run of Phase I.
 
Montrose talked to the manufacturer of the HiPOx system who said that
 60 minutes was insufficient time to warm-up the HiPOx system to allow
 maximum ozone production.  The manufacturer recommended to warm-
up the HiPOx system by recycling water over and over again through the
 HiPOx system until the 27.3 mg/L maximum ozone level is achieved.
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Once the 27.3 mg/L ozone level is achieved, Montrose will re-run the
 Phase I test two times.  The first test will be the same as the previous
 Phase I tests.  However, the second test will be run with a changed
 groundwater pumping rates.  In my email last week about the recent
 extraction well sampling, the pCBSA concentration in one of the
 extraction wells is significantly higher than expected.  For the second
 Phase I test, Montrose will change their groundwater pumping rates (i.e.
 lower the extraction rate in the high pCBSA concentration well, and raise
 the extraction rate in the lower pCBSA concentration wells) to result in an
 overall lower pCBSA concentration into the treatment plant.  This influent
 groundwater concentration is closer to the influent pCBSA concentrations
 used in the design. 
 
EPA has also requested a sample between the GAC units to see where we
 are with the pCBSA break-through GAC. So far, the samples from the tank
 after both GAC units have been non-detect for pCBSA, but I don’t think
 that will last for very long.  I may get a better handle on how much longer
 pCBSA may continue to be treated to non-detect after seeing the results
 from that mid-GAC sample.
 
We expect the on-site storage tank to be full after these two Phase I
 tests.  Montrose will hold the treated water in the on-site storage tank to
 test it for contaminants.  EPA will approve that the treated water will be
 re-injected, only if the levels are below or meet the reinjection standards
 identified in the Record of Decision (ROD).
 
-Cynthia W.
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From: Cynthia Babich
To: Sanchez, Yolanda
Cc: Miranda Maupin; Yogi, David; Barton, Dana; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
Date: Friday, March 27, 2015 8:29:51 PM


TASC is community support
It is inappropriate for EPA to direct community needs
I will send out invites for next pCBSA 


Sent from my iPhone


On Mar 27, 2015, at 4:44 PM, "Sanchez, Yolanda" <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:


Cynthia,
Let’s definitely bring Krissy into the conversation, if you feel like that would be useful.
  I’ll talk with Dana next week about your request on reaching out to Angela.  In the
 meantime, Miranda and I found that presentation you liked so much.  I’ve also asked
 Miranda to send out a participation email/poll for the next pCBSA meeting (targeting
 in-person participation).
 
I am still planning on our Monday 10:15 AM meeting.  I’m unclear if these were the
 calls you were referring to being uncomfortable with.  We do need to discuss finalizing
 the technical directive for TASC support of the pCBSA meeting and discuss how to
 scope out TASC support for the VI sampling results work.  If there are other items you
 would prefer to discuss, please let me know.
 
Miranda,
Please work with Krissy on finding a time next week to discuss.  Also, please send out
 an email to obtain dates for the next pCBSA meeting.
 
Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880
 
“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 5:48 PM
To: Sanchez, Yolanda; LEONIDO-JOHN, STEVEN
Cc: Miranda Maupin; Yogi, David; Barton, Dana
Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
 
Meetings need to be face to face and near the community so community members
 can participate as they care to.  DAAC will be in charge of note taking as the
 SKEO process with EPA keeps our information and notes hostage.
Spoke to Angela today, it would be great if Dana could connect with her, she
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 could be helpful in translating (in a digestible form) the communities needs.  
Miranda, I might suggest bringing Krissy into the conversation during this time as
 well.
I, myself, have explained our needs in several different ways and others continue
 to make decisions not in favor of our needs.  I am weary of these type of calls.
Cynthia
 


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net 


If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about
 a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it.  People
 would walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the
 water flowing between the pools.  People would marvel at the bumps on it, and
 the holes in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas surrounding it,
 and the water suspended in the gas.  The people would marvel at all the creatures
 walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in the water.  The people
 would declare it precious because it was the only one, and they would protect it
 so that it would not be hurt.  The ball would be the greatest wonder known, and
 people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gain knowledge, to know beauty
 and to wonder how it could be.   People would love it, and defend it with their
 lives, because they would somehow know that their lives, their own roundness,
 could be nothing without it.         If the Earth were only a few feet in diameter


Official Disclaimer:  If this email has come to you in error we apologize and ask
 that you let us know.  If you feel compelled to act upon the information you have
 received in error please ensure your actions have good intention, are just and
 morally aligned.
 
On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 5:37 PM, Sanchez, Yolanda
 <Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov> wrote:


Miranda,
The table is super helpful!  After looking at all my notes from past
 conversations, I think I have (most of) what I need to draft the next technical
 directive (i.e., work order) for Skeo to support the next pCBSA discussion and
 technical advisors to participate in EPA’s anti-degradation analysis discussions.
  
 
Cynthia,
Below are my assumptions for your review.  Please respond to me or Miranda,
 as I need to issue the technical directive soon (I’m thinking by next Tuesday
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 3/31).


·         DAAC will find someone to facilitate the pCBSA meeting.  Since Jane has
 been serving as the facilitator, I assume we would continue with that
 approach.  Therefore,  I envision Skeo’s role as coordinators (setting up
 meeting logistics), note takers, and technical advisors.


 


·         The pCBSA meeting will also support remote participants.  Although we
 can aim for in-person meetings, we should allow for people to remotely
 participate.  If we hold meetings at the EPA LA office, we can set-up for video-
teleconference calls for the (hopefully small population) of people who cannot
 participate in person.  I do not believe Holiday Inn can support remote
 participation (i.e., webinar or video conference).  Of course, Skeo can work
 with the community to explore options. 


 


·         Both technical advisors are critical to be at the pCBSA meeting.  I know
 both Markus and Dr. Wells have been involved thus far. 


 


·         One technical advisor will be critical to in the anti-degradation analysis
 discussions.  With all the meetings and upcoming work, does it make sense to
 divvy up technical advisor support of the anti-degradation analysis discussions
 (versus the VI sampling results and DNAPL technology screening). 


 
Obviously, there is a lot of other work that needs to be scoped out on
 supporting the community need for technical support through TASC.  But, the
 pCBSA discussion appears to be the most pressing issue.  We can discuss the VI
 sampling results at another time.  
 
Yolanda Anita Sanchez, MS, MPA
US Environmental Protection Agency || Region 9 || Superfund Division || Community Involvement
Desk: 415-972-3880
 
“Start where you are. Use what you have. Do what you can.”  - Arthur Ashe
 
 
 
From: Cynthia Babich [mailto:delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 26, 2015 1:58 PM
To: Miranda Maupin
Cc: Sanchez, Yolanda; Yogi, David



tel:415-972-3880
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Subject: Re: DAAC Potential Technical Assistance Needs
 
Hi Miranda,
I am in a training all day tomorrow.  Getting on a call at 2 pm, now.
Still pretty pissed at EPA decisions.
I think I would be happy to chat with you for more details.  I put it out there,
 community needs for technical support.  EPA will fund what it wants to.
Cynthia


Cynthia Babich
Founder and Director, Del Amo Action Committee
Coordinator, Los Angeles Environmental Justice Network
P.O. Box 549, Rosamond, CA   93560
310 769-4813   661 256-7144
delamoactioncommittee@gmail.com
pemodog@sbcglobal.net 


If the world was only a few feet in diameter, floating about
 a field somewhere, people would come from everywhere to marvel at it. 
 People would walk around it, marveling at its big pools of water, little pools
 and the water flowing between the pools.  People would marvel at the bumps
 on it, and the holes in it, and they would marvel at the very thin layer of gas
 surrounding it, and the water suspended in the gas.  The people would marvel
 at all the creatures walking around the face of the ball, and at the creatures in
 the water.  The people would declare it precious because it was the only one,
 and they would protect it so that it would not be hurt.  The ball would be the
 greatest wonder known, and people would come to behold it, to be healed, to
 gain knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be.   People
 would love it, and defend it with their lives, because they would somehow
 know that their lives, their own roundness, could be nothing without it.         If
 the Earth were only a few feet in diameter


Official Disclaimer:  If this email has come to you in error we apologize and
 ask that you let us know.  If you feel compelled to act upon the information
 you have received in error please ensure your actions have good intention, are
 just and morally aligned.
 
On Thu, Mar 26, 2015 at 1:29 PM, Miranda Maupin <mmaupin@skeo.com>
 wrote:


Hello Yolanda, I've attached the list of meetings that Cynthia suggested
 would be helpful to have with TASC support. On the second page is an
 example of how to group topics in a series of regularly scheduled monthly
 meetings so people can plan ahead and be efficient with their travel time.
 Cynthia has not yet shared ideas about 1) who to host/coordinate each
 meeting, 2) whether notes are needed, 3) whether other services such as
 technical comments or fact sheets are needed (for example as the current
 project approach includes for VI).
 
Cynthia, any thoughts about whether a call would work for you this
 afternoon at 3:30 pm or tomorrow morning anytime 8:30 to 11am? I have
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 attached the draft list of pCBSA agenda topics for discussion as well.
 
Thank you!
Miranda


Miranda Maupin


Skeo Solutions | www.skeo.com


434-975-6700 x227
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